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Introduction 


For decades, the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley united Egyptians 
of all political and nationalist stripes. Egyptians regarded Sudan as an 
integral part of their homeland, and as such, they battled to rid the entire 
Nile valley of British imperialism and subsequently unite its inhabitants 
under the Egyptian crown. This book provides a revised account of the 
history of that doctrine. It offers a critical examination of the central 
stages in the historical development of the issue, while concentrating on 
the defining decade (1943-1953) that witnessed two contradictory cur¬ 
rents: the pinnacle of Egypt’s struggle to advance its doctrine of the unity 
of the Nile valley, and the demise of that very doctrine and the subse¬ 
quent shattering of a consensual nationalist dream. 

Ever since Muhammad ‘Ali’s forces occupied Sudan in 1820-1821, 
Egyptians considered Sudan as an integral part of Egypt. The occupation 
of Sudan was derived from purely imperialistic considerations - political, 
strategic, and economic. Muhammad ‘Ali, who arrived in Egypt in 1801 
as a young Ottoman officer, managed cunningly and ruthlessly to be 
appointed Ottoman governor of the province of Egypt in 1805. After he 
consolidated his hegemony over Egypt, he decided to build up his own 
empire. The occupation of Sudan was part of his expansionist policy to 
establish regional hegemony. Erom that stage on, Egyptians regarded 
Sudan as “our historic fatherland” - an inseparable part of Egypt 
throughout history. ^ 

Egypt’s involvement in modern time - directly and indirectly - with 
Sudan and the Sudanese may be divided into several major historical 
phases: first, from its occupation until the rise of the Mahdi movement in 
the early 1880s; second, after a short period of Mahdi rule, Sudan was 
reconquered by Egyptian and British forces (1896-1898), and in January 
1899 the two countries concluded the condominium treaty, establishing 
dual Anglo-Egyptian rule over Sudan - a British imperialist invention; 
and third, the condominium epoch (1899-1953) and the transitional 
period of Sudanese self-government (1953-1956), which led to inde¬ 
pendent Sudan. 


1 
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The case of Sudan was quite unique: an internally divided country 
(north and south) that was ruled (1899-1956) by two foreign imperialist 
powers, one regional and the other global - Egypt and Britain. Formally, 
Egypt ruled Sudan on behalf of the Ottoman Empire until 1914. How¬ 
ever, practically speaking, prior to British occupation (1882), Egypt was 
an autonomous entity with a separate army and independent foreign and 
domestic policies. Common wisdom suggests that colonialism “is a form 
of domination - the control by individuals or groups over the territory 
and/or behavior of other individuals or groups.” It is also often seen as a 
form of economic exploitation and a “culture-change process.”^ 

Why were Egyptians so determined to control Sudan? As this study 
shows there were several reasons. A central one was control over the 
Nile, Egypt’s lifeline, which passes through Sudan. Controlling Sudan 
would make it easier to closely monitor the flow of the Nile water and 
safeguard its sources from neighboring countries. Economically, the 
utilization and exploitation of Sudan’s natural resources and agrarian 
land were weighty considerations. Furthermore, Sudan could have 
accommodated substantial Egyptian emigration, especially among peas¬ 
ants, which could solve one of Egypt’s most acute problems: its high 
population density. Moreover, Egyptian writers spoke of a cultural and 
civilizational mission, giving expression to fantasies of controlling and 
civilizing Sudan, especially the non-Arab and non-Muslim southern 
Sudan, where the population was diverse in ethnic and linguistic terms. 

Nevertheless, neither Egyptian nor British rule over Sudan may be 
characterized as “settler colonialism,” according to which “settlers in 
significant number migrate permanently to the colony from the coloniz¬ 
ing power.” Imperialism is a more suitable definition as it suggests that 
only “few, if any, permanent settlers from the imperial homeland migrate 
to the colony.”^ Egyptian emigration into Sudan was made impossible as 
Britain as the dominant partner in the condominium exercised full 
control over the influx of Egyptians into Sudan. 

Anti-British sentiments in Egypt had grown constantly throughout the 
condominium period. The unity of the Nile valley was a national con¬ 
sensual issue uniting “territorialists and supra-Egyptianist spokesmen 
alike.Nevertheless, their vantage points of a united Egyptian- 
Sudanese country differed. Whereas territorial nationalists emphasized 
the centrality of material factors, Islamic nationalists considered both 
Egypt and Sudan as an integral part of al-Umma al-IslamiyyaP 

The Egyptian nationalist consensus, seeking unification of the Nile 
valley under the Egyptian crown, was shared by all political groups, with 
one exception: the Egyptian communists were the only group that viewed 
the Sudanese as equals, a people who should have their own right to 
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self-determination and to shape their own future. The slogan of the 
mainstream ran: “the unity of the Nile valley: one Nile, one people, 
one king” \wahdat wadi al-nil - Nil wahid — sha‘b wahid - malik wahid\. 
The communists promoted a very different slogan: “political and eco¬ 
nomic independence and a common struggle with the Sudanese people 
and its right to self-determination” [al-istiqlal al-siyasi wa-al-iqtisadi wa- 
al-kifah al-mushtarak ma‘a al-sha‘b al-sudani wa-haqhufi taqrirmasmhi] 

Was the unity of the Nile valley a manifestation of an “imagined 
community,” to employ Benedict Anderson’s concept on the develop¬ 
ment of national identity, or was it an “imaginary community,” a product 
of the Egyptian colonialist vision? Anderson defines an “imagined com¬ 
munity” as a group in which people living in the same administrative 
unit, usually a state, share similar life experiences, i.e., their daily lives are 
shaped by a similar economic, political, and social reality. Anderson’s 
concept is based on the assumption that the majority of the people living 
within a territory share that collective identity.^ By contrast, the reality 
molding daily life experience in Egypt and Sudan was rather diverse, and 
most people inhabiting Sudan did not share the Egyptian vision of a 
unified Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. An “imaginary commu¬ 
nity” can thus be depicted as an imposed identity by a dominant com¬ 
munity/group of people on other groups of peoples inhabiting a disputed 
“common territory” who do not share or accept that identity, as was the 
case with Egypt seeking to expand its sovereignty over Sudan. 

The troubled Anglo-Egyptian relations of the late nineteenth century 
through the late 1950s have been the subject of many studies. These 
studies have placed great emphasis on the various political, social, eco¬ 
nomic, and cultural issues related to the question of Sudan.® As these 
studies have shown, soon after the conclusion of World War II, succes¬ 
sive Egyptian governments launched a large-scale campaign to promote 
Egypt’s interests in Sudan - a campaign that the British attempted to 
thwart by any means necessary. The British exploited their substantial 
leverage as the dominant power in both Egypt and Sudan to reduce 
Egyptian influence in Sudan to the greatest extent possible. In addition, 
some studies have addressed the Anglo-Egyptian struggle over control of 
the Sudanese educational system.® They examine Britain’s activity in the 
held of education and illustrate the way in which it developed, nurtured, 
and improved the Sudanese educational system to promote Sudanese 
national identity and encourage anti-Egyptian separatist tendencies. 

Several studies, mostly in Arabic, have directly and indirectly dealt 
with the subject of the unity of the Nile valley. They may be divided into 
two main groups: those written by Egyptian academics and intellectuals 
before and after Sudan’s independence, and those written by Sudanese 
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thinkers mainly in the post-independence era. The two groups represent 
contradictory approaches vis-a-vis Egypt’s claims for a united Nile valley. 
In general, Egyptian writers wrote favorably of the colonialist experience 
in Sudan; the blame for thwarting the prospect of a united Nile valley was 
placed mainly with Britain and to a certain extent with Sudanese territo¬ 
rial nationalists. These studies focused on the political and social aspects 
of the problematic triangle of Anglo-Egyptian-Sudanese relations. 

We can learn from these works that until the early 1950s, Egypt’s 
demand to unite the Nile valley was supported by all successive govern¬ 
ments including the new military regime during its first months in power. 
These governments categorically refused to come to terms with Britain 
on any agreement in which Sudan would be separated from Egypt. 
Britain, for its part, took every possible measure to split the two coun¬ 
tries; it had its own reasons for, and interests in, such an outcome. 
Perhaps the most prominent work to describe and analyze in detail the 
political stages in Egypt’s twofold struggle for independence and for the 
unity of the Nile valley is Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hamid Ahmad Hannawi’s 
Ma‘rakat al-jala’ wa-wahdat wadi al-nil, 1945-1954 (Cairo, 1998). His 
study was based mostly on British and Egyptian archival material, official 
documents, and impressive secondary sources and interviews. 

However, the methods, tactics, and arguments employed on both the 
diplomatic and the propaganda levels by Egyptian politicians and intel¬ 
lectuals to justify the call for unity and to persuade the international 
community to support its realization have not yet received attention in 
the literature. Moreover, the internal, at times stormy, political and 
public polemic discourse within Egypt still awaits thorough, systematic, 
and critical examination. 

This book endeavors to address these issues. It describes and analyzes 
the intense Egyptian efforts to prove categorically that Egypt and Sudan 
constituted a single territorial unit. These efforts, as it demonstrates, 
were clustered around several dominant theoretical layers: history, geog¬ 
raphy, economy, culture, and ethnography. Furthermore, the book takes 
pains to explain the ideological, social, and political undercurrents that 
led to the dramatic shift in 1953 in the stance of Egypt’s new military 
regime, which allowed the Sudanese people to exercise their right to self- 
determination, thus paving the way for the demise of the idea of the unity 
of the Nile valley. 


Aims, Methods, and Approaches 

This study has two objectives. The first is political: to demonstrate that the 
question of Sudan was in fact an integral part of Egypt’s general foreign 
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policy, formulated in the years immediately following World War II. 
The second is to survey and analyze the internal political and public 
debates on the unity of the Nile valley. The study utilizes an exceptional 
and valuable typology of interest groups in Egypt and provides important 
insights into the elements of both consensus and diversity in Egyptian 
national and nationalist thought at a crucial turning point in the devel¬ 
opment of Egyptian self-definition and self-awareness. The study is 
therefore composed of two interconnected tiers: politics and ideology. 

For the first one, politics, while investigating the internal and external 
Egyptian political context, the study asks a number of basic questions: 

1. Why was Britain determined to control Sudan, and why were 
members of Egypt’s political elite equally determined to control it? 

2. What place did Sudan hold in the context of other nationalist issues 
in Egypt? 

3. Why did the 1952 regime change direction and open the door for a 
resolution of the Sudan issue? Why were the Free Officers more 
flexible than their predecessors? 

With regard to foreign policy, the study describes and analyzes the 
factors that created the Anglo-Egyptian labyrinth that subsequently led 
to Egypt’s decision to present its dispute with Britain to the United 
Nations Security Council in August 1947; Nuqrashi’s appeal in August 
1947 was rejected by a majority of members of the Security Council. 
The present book argues that the international diplomatic campaign 
for the unity of the Nile valley and for a full and speedy evacuation of 
British troops from Egypt and Sudan taught the Egyptians that their 
twofold demand was neither convincing nor acceptable to the vast major¬ 
ity of countries. 

With regard to internal politics, Egypt’s decision to renounce its claims 
regarding the unity of the Nile valley came only after the downfall of the 
monarchy. While Gabriel Warburg has shown that cracks appeared in the 
Egyptian consensus regarding the unity of the Nile valley as early as 
several weeks before the overthrow of King Faruq,^^ this book argues 
that the Assures in fact emerged much earlier, in the early 1940s, when 
the communists appeared to consolidate and present a divergent view 
regarding the unity of the Nile valley. Although they presented a dissi¬ 
dent approach to the Sudan question, opposing the main nationalist 
current represented by the political establishment - the palace, the 
parliamentary parties, and extra-parliamentary nationalist and political 
groups - it was the communist approach that prevailed. 

The Free Officers regime that took power in July 1952 made Egypt’s 
liberation its first priority. The Free Officers realized that to gain 
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international support for their demand of a British troop withdrawal 
from Egypt, they needed to make substantial concessions in Sudan. It 
would appear that they embraced some of the communist platform’s 
principles on the Nile valley; one of these was the Sudanese right to 
self-determination. While displaying a rigid and uncompromising stance 
throughout the Anglo-Egyptian talks on the liberation of Egypt, insisting 
on a full and unconditional withdrawal of British troops from Egypt, they 
voiced their willingness to relinquish their demands in Sudan - a moder¬ 
ate, realpolitik stance that would pave the way to an Anglo-Egyptian 
agreement over Sudan in February 1953. 

The second objective of this study - an ideological analysis focusing on 
the ways and means by which Egypt pursued its propaganda campaign 
for the unity of the Nile valley - has the following goals: 

1. To emphasize the discursive statements and assumptions linking 
Sudan and Egypt in the latter’s attempt at constructing a new, yet 
very significant, Egyptian anti-imperialist and nationalist narrative. 

2. To explain the specific political, economic, and cultural interests that 
made this narrative so forceful and resilient. 

As the Egyptian government was fully aware that the two major 
nationalist currents - territorial and supra-Egyptian nationalism (see 
the discussion that follows) - saw Sudan as an integral part of Egypt, it 
took pains to explain the geographical, ethnographical, cultural, and 
economic foundations on which the unity of Egypt and Sudan was 
supposedly built, using the works of leading theoreticians and experts 
in the study of the Nile valley, while presenting the expressions and 
forms in which that unity had manifested itself throughout history. 
Egypt, it was emphasized, was in a better position and was more anxious 
than Great Britain to prepare the Sudanese for “self-government,” 
because the Egyptians and the Sudanese shared the same language, 
religion, and race, and both Sudan and Egypt depended on the Nile for 
their very existence. 

In fact, this was no more than Egyptian lip service, devoid of any real 
political meaning. In a united Egyptian-Sudanese state, the Sudanese 
would enjoy no more than administrative autonomy; actual control 
would be left to Egypt. The present book offers a critical assessment of 
the assertions made by Egypt. It presents a balanced and thorough array 
of sources for arguments disputing these claims, and sheds light on the 
origins, relevance, and ramifications of these arguments vis-a-vis the 
Egyptian “cause.” The book examines the reasons why these efforts 
ultimately failed, questioning whether this “failure” was a result of falla¬ 
cies underpinning official Egyptian discourse or other factors. The book 
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also examines why the Egyptians failed to base their case for unity on 
historical and cultural arguments, trying to ascertain the weakness of 
these arguments. Moreover, the book attempts to suggest alternative 
explanations as to why both Egypt and Britain failed to dictate the future 
of the Sudan. 

During the period on which the book focuses, Egyptian nationalism 
was dominated by two major groups: those regarded as territorial nation¬ 
alists, for whom the Nile constituted a chief feature of their identity and 
who had been determined to see Egypt and Sudan united since the early 
twentieth century, and those raising the idea of Pan-Arabism, including 
Sudan, in the late 1930s. The book explores the way in which the Eree 
Officers regime gradually departed from both currents, taking on a new 
delineation of the collective identity - Egypt for the Egyptians, and the 
Sudanese right to self-determination. Only after the solution of the 
Sudanese dispute with Britain did the Free Officers consolidate their 
trans-territorial nationalist identity in the form of Pan-Arabism. It has 
been suggested that Pan-Arabism under Nasser, and particularly the 
initiation of the great project of the High Dam in Aswan, marked the 
end of the Nile in Egypt’s nationalist identity; by closely scrutinizing 
Egypt’s nationalist currents through the lens of the unity of the Nile 
valley, the present book provides a missing link in the intellectual history 
of Egypt in general and the place of the unity of the Nile valley in Egypt’s 
nationalist identity in particular. 

For the critical examination of the central stages in the historical 
development of the question of the unity of the Nile valley, 1943 serves 
as the starting point - a year that wimessed a significant change, as 
mentioned earlier, in Egypt’s initial steps toward an independent foreign 
policy. The book concludes in 1953 - a year marking the demise of 
the idea of the unity of the Nile valley following the conclusion of the 
Anglo-Egyptian agreement, in which Egypt’s newly established military 
regime agreed to renounce its claims to Sudan. The year 1953 is 
of double significance for the present study: it marked the conclusion 
of the Anglo-Egyptian agreement as well as the abolition of political 
parties and the subsequent demise of a free press and the freedom of 
speech in Egypt. From 1953 on, Egypt’s foreign policy transformed 
dramatically - but that period will not be addressed by this book, except 
for a few references. 

The present book’s analysis of the works and studies of Egyptian 
intellectuals focuses on two layers: “establishment intellectuals” acting 
within the framework of the regime and those acting independently in a 
variety of intellectual frameworks. Here the research draws a distinction 
between various ideological-political schools, representing a wide array 
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of sociopolitical organizations. To this end, the book thoroughly and 
systematically analyzes daily newspapers, journals, and other forums 
expressing the prevailing beliefs of the various political factions. For 
instance, for left-wing groups, the analysis relies on Egyptian publica¬ 
tions such as al-Fajr al-Jadid, al-Damir, al-Jamahir, al-Majalla al-Jadida, 
Kifah al-Sha‘b, Umdurman, Kifah al-Umma, and al-Bashir. 

The discussion of the ongoing debate among such right-wing groups 
as the Muslim Brothers and Misr al-Fatat (Young Egypt) directs us to 
such publications as Wadi al-Nil, al-Nadhir, al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun, Misr 
al-Fatat, and al-Risala. The analysis of the views and approaches pre¬ 
sented by liberal intellectuals associated with political parties such as the 
Wafd and the Liberal Constitutionalists focuses on such publications as 
al-Jihad, al-Misri, al-Balagh al-UsbuH, al-Balagh, al-Siyasa al-Usbu‘iyya, 
al-Siyasa. Independent views and ideas were found in such publications 
as al-Ahram, al-Musawwar, al-Hilal, al-Muqattam, Ruz al-Yusuf, and al- 
Asas. The study argues that although almost all groups shared the belief 
that Egypt and Sudan constituted one entity, it is critically important to 
analyze the various arguments that they put forward; each came to the 
subject from a different perspective and approach. 

Research has been carried out using historical methods, paying careful 
attention to the cross-feeding between political history and the history of 
ideas. The subject of the unity of the Nile valley was both a major staple 
of Egypt’s foreign policy and an ideological issue with which many 
Egyptian intellectual circles were preoccupied. The study analyzes the 
Egyptian anti-imperialist and nationalist narrative of the unity of the Nile 
valley in terms of discourse and perspective. The complex issue of 
ideology vis-a-vis realpolitik is thoroughly examined, and the book pro¬ 
vides an inquiry into whether the question of the unity of the Nile valley 
was first built around a cohesive ideology and then translated into polit¬ 
ical action, or vice versa. Did Egyptian intellectuals of all nationalist 
stripes, both inside and outside of the establishment, consolidate their 
attitudes regarding the future of Sudan as a result of the then-ongoing 
rivalry between the British and the Egyptian governments regarding 
hegemony over the region? Were their pronouncements and writings 
drafted as responses to the political and diplomatic context, as an attempt 
to shape that context, or perhaps as both? To clarify such issues this study 
utilizes methods and insights drawn from intellectual history and the 
history of ideas. These fields help to balance the internal/textualist 
approach and the external/contextualist approach, both of which are 
applied to this study. 

To investigate the nature of the interrelations between intelligentsia 
and regime, the book draws on the sociological models of Edward Shils 
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and S. N. Eisenstadt.^^ Here, the book considers whether the Egyptian 
political elite encouraged “producer” intellectuals or “reproducer” intel¬ 
lectuals, as per our sociological paradigms. Parallel to this, the book 
assesses the particular role played by those intellectuals acting within 
the framework of the regime. The book examines the studies and writings 
of such academic experts as Muhammad Shafiq Ghurbal, ‘Abbas Mus¬ 
tafa ‘Ammar, Ahmad Badawi, ‘Abd al-Rahman Zaki, and Ibrahim Nashi 
in soliciting their services to the ruling elite. It also examines works by 
independent and politically oriented scholars such as ‘Abd al-Rahman 
al-Rafi‘i, Sulayman Huzayyin, Rashid Al-Barawi (Rashed El-Barawy), 
Muhammad Fu’ad Shukri, and others who were active at the time, 
and closely scrutinizes works by post-revolutionary scholars, including 
Yunan Labib Rizq, ‘Abd al-‘Azim Muhammad Ibrahim Ramadan, and 
many others. The book also sheds light on the nature and patterns of 
the intellectual activities of anti-governmental groups, both left and right 
wing. The book examines the extent to which these intellectual activities 
fell in line with the paradigm of the “dissident intellectual” suggested by 
J. P. Nettl and Edgar Morin. The book aims to determine whether a 
direct connection existed between the modes of action employed by 
them in advancing their suggested solution and their political thoughts 
and theories regarding the future of Sudan. For the conceptualizations of 
the role of intellectuals and the processes of framing narratives of conten¬ 
tion in the broader field of social movement, the analysis also draws on 
the works of scholars, such as Carl Boggs’s Social Movements and Political 
Power and Alberto Melucci’s Nomads of the Present}^ 

The book offers a critical examination of the assertions made by 
Egyptian historians and geographers that the unity of the Nile valley 
was not a modern phenomenon but rather a deeply rooted historical 
reality. For example, it investigates the validity and historical foundations 
of the assertion that the ancient monuments of Egypt indicate that Egypt 
had been closely united with Lower and Upper Nubia (Sudan) since the 
earliest days of history and that the relations that continuously developed 
between the northern and southern parts of the Nile valley had never 
been interrupted. Is it true that Egypt and Sudan, as Salim Hasan stated, 
“could never dispense with each other for the very strong reasons, which 
bound them into one single unit, completely indivisible, even if their 
inhabitants thought otherwise”?^^ 

Egyptian geographers concentrated their arguments on the vital 
importance of the Nile to the land through which it flows, particularly 
Egypt. They proposed that Egypt should implement a tight net of 
works and projects in Sudan to guarantee the required water supply. 
The present study employs certain aspects of Karl Wittfogel’s theory of 
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“hydraulic civilization,” which focuses on the dependence of societies, 
mainly in historically underdeveloped areas (China, in particular), on the 
broad expansion of irrigation works. According to Wittfogel, extensive 
irrigation requires centralized coordination and direction by an authori¬ 
tarian leadership - in his words, “a despotic ruler.” Since both Egypt and 
Sudan were “hydraulic societies,” it is quite obvious that Egyptian geog¬ 
raphers granted the “leading role” to Egypt - “a colonialism that could 
exist between brothers,” to borrow Eve Troutt Powell’s phrase.^® 

While analyzing the ethnographic assertions made by Egyptian soci¬ 
ologists and anthropologists, my discussion draws on theories and defin¬ 
itions of ethnicity from the social sciences, such as Max Weber’s 
definition of an ethnic group. According to Weber, an ethnic group is 
not a spontaneously developed community, or a group with specific 
geographical location, but “a group of people who believe they have 
ancestors in common from the past.”'^ Weber’s concept runs counter 
to arguments made by some Egyptian theoreticians, according to which 
geography and ethnography are interrelated in the Nile valley. The study 
discusses the historical rationale and theoretical foundations of these 
hegemonic and colonialist assertions. 

The book draws upon a plethora of sources. Primary sources, studied 
in the original Arabic, consist of official documents, books, and essays, as 
well as articles by Egyptian academics, theoreticians, ideologues, jour¬ 
nalists, politicians, and other intellectuals. These are used to elucidate 
the internal ideological discourse at each stage in the historical develop¬ 
ment of the question of the unity of the Nile valley. To describe and 
analyze the political context (i.e., the development of political events 
regarding the future of Sudan and Egypt’s demand to form a unified 
state in the Nile valley), much of the source material is gleaned from 
archives in Egypt, Britain, India, the Netherlands, Russia, and the 
United States. 

The fact that the Indian National Archives in Bombay and New Delhi 
are so rife with official Egyptian documents can be explained by the fact 
that since the conclusion of World War II, both India and Egypt had 
been embroiled in a struggle for national liberation against Britain; the 
existence of a common adversary provided the nations with a common 
ground for political cooperation, which would gradually give rise to solid, 
friendly relations. Egypt looked to India as a rising Asian power to help it 
gain international support in its dispute with Britain. As the Indian 
archives reveal, Jawaharlal Nehru, the Indian leader, took great interest 
in the events unfolding in Western Asia and Egypt. 

The book also makes use of the archives of the International Institute of 
Social History (Amsterdam), whose rare collections of Egyptian left-wing 
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primary sources, both political and theoretical, have proved to he invalu¬ 
able to the research conducted for this book. The book also draws on 
secondary literature in various languages, including Arabic, French, 
Russian, Hebrew, and English. The discussion on both levels, political 
and intellectual, aims at shedding new light on Egypt’s multifaceted 
struggle to win international support for its desire to unite the Nile valley 
under its hegemony. 


Structure of the Book 

The following discussion is divided into two parts comprising six chap¬ 
ters. Part I concentrates on the theoretical foundations of Egypt’s claims 
regarding the unity of the Nile valley and is divided into two chapters 
(Chapters 1 and 2). These examine the Egyptian point of view, as 
expressed by academics, intellectuals, and ideologists representing a 
wide spectrum of political orientations, on why Egypt and Sudan con¬ 
stituted one continuous territorial entity along the Nile valley. Their 
arguments focused mainly on the historical, physical-geographical, 
ethnographical, cultural, and economic factors on which the unity of 
the Nile valley was thought to be based. 

Part II (Chapters 3-6) examines the various stages in Egypt’s struggle 
for power in Sudan, focusing on politics, diplomacy, and public dis¬ 
course. Chapter 3 examines the main stages in the political and diplo¬ 
matic development of the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley from the 
early to late- 1940s. There was a broad national consensus in monarchial 
Egypt concerning Egypt’s twofold nationalist paradigm: the liberation of 
the Nile valley from all vestiges of British imperialism and the unification 
of independent Egypt and Sudan under the Egyptian crown. Egypt 
launched a national and international campaign to advance its political 
goals. The public discourse on Egypt’s rights to unite the Nile valley 
under the Egyptian crown intensified following the end of World 
War II and reached the international scene in summer 1947, when the 
Egyptian government yielded to public pressure and took its dispute with 
Britain to the UN Security Council. Egypt’s efforts to win international 
support ended in a fiasco - the international community refused to 
endorse Egypt’s demands, and even those few who supported Egypt 
were reluctant to support its demand to unite the Nile valley under the 
Egyptian crown. 

Chapter 4 examines the power struggle over Sudan between British 
and Egyptian imperialisms. It depicts and analyzes the British long¬ 
term project of Sudanization, that is, the creation of a new reality 
whereby qualified and well-trained Sudanese would gradually take over 
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governmental and administrative posts as part of their preparation for 
self-government. Such development, the British believed, would be 
followed by the emergence and development of a territorial-particularist 
Sudanese nationalism and the demise of unification trends. The Egyp¬ 
tian reaction to Sudanization is also dealt with, in both the political and 
the public spheres. The chapter also examines the struggle for hegemony 
over the Sudanese educational system between the two unequal masters 
of Sudan. It is divided into two main parts: the first focuses on the 
interplay between British educational policy and foreign policy in Sudan. 
It argues that the British developed and nurtured the education system 
mainly for the purpose of training a new generation of Sudanese intellec¬ 
tuals with particularist national consciousness and pro-British orien¬ 
tation. The second part reviews Egypt’s educational policy in Sudan 
throughout the condominium period. It examines Egypt’s response to 
the British educational policy in Sudan and its contribution to the 
development of Sudanese educational institutions, particularly in the 
post-World War II years. 

Chapter 5 examines the radicalization of the Egyptian approach to the 
Sudan issue after the fiasco at the UN Security Council and more 
intensely in the period 1950-1952, when the Wafd seized the reins of 
government. The Anglo-Egyptian political labyrinth situated the rela¬ 
tions between the two countries at their lowest ebb. The Free Officers 
revolution of July 1952 constituted a landmark for the future of Sudan. 
The study inquires why the new military regime relinquished Egypt’s 
claim to Sudan. 

Chapter 6 describes and analyzes the remarkably polar positions of 
left- and right-wing opposition movements toward the question of the 
unity of the Nile valley. More specifically, it concentrates on the move¬ 
ments of the Muslim Brothers and Misr al-Fatat, representing the far right, 
and the heterogeneous communist movement on the far left. The chapter 
demonstrates that the groups on the right were not only part of the broad 
national consensus, which called for the unification of the Nile valley 
under the Egyptian crown, but also constituted the most extreme position 
on this issue. The communist groups, in contrast, were the only political 
and social forces to go against the national consensus, staking out an 
unabashedly dissident position that called for the independence of the Nile 
valley from British colonial rule in Egypt, and from British and Egyptian 
rule in Sudan, granting self-determination to the Sudanese people. This 
unpopular approach was rejected out of hand by the establishment and by 
most of the political spectrum, yet shortly after the July 1952 revolution, 
the Free Officers adopted the foundations of the communist formula for 
the resolution of the Sudan issue, while denying its origin. 
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Part I 


The Theoretical Foundations of Egypt’s 
Claims for the Unity of the Nile Valley 




1 Egyptian Perceptions of Sudan 

Historical Narratives 


The main battle in imperialism is over land, of course; but when it came to 
who owned the land, who had the right to settle and work on it, who kept it 
going, who won it back, and who now plans its future - these issues were 
reflected, contested, and even for a time decided in narrative. ^ 

The historical perspective constituted a basic component in the narra¬ 
tives made by Egyptian historians, geographers, and protagonists of the 
unity of the Nile valley to justify why Egypt and Sudan were a single 
entity since ancient times. The chapter is divided into four asymmetric 
sections. The first and major one examines the pre-condominium 
period - from ancient to modern times. It focuses on the nineteenth- 
century history of colonized Sudan since it was conquered by Muham¬ 
mad ‘Ali, as seen through Egyptian lenses. A central argument repeats 
itself in these narratives - Sudan is part of Egypt by right of conquest. 
The second section focuses on the period between the two Anglo- 
Egyptian treaties of 1899 and 1936. Egyptian scholars and nationalists 
were united in their firm belief that British imperialism imposed these 
treaties on Egypt and dictated an artificial reality to divide the homeland 
of the peoples of the Nile valley. Methodologically, they relied, among 
other items, on relevant aspects of international law to prove that Sudan 
had never ceased to be part of Egypt. The third section reviews the 
controversial reception of the 1936 treaty and its aftermath. 

The historical narratives are closely scrutinized, and special references 
are often made to the argumentative manner in which British diplomats 
and policymakers, at the time, perceived them. The chapter also discusses 
the works of Sudanese scholars who studied that period and presented 
perspectives divergent from those of their Egyptian counterparts. Sudanese 
scholars perceived both Egypt and Britain as two modes of imperialism. 

Egypt and Sudan Prior to the Condominium 

Egyptian historians and geographers argued that the unity of the Nile 
valley was not a new development of modern times but a deeply rooted 
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historical reality. The ancient monuments of Egypt, revealed Professor 
Salim Hasan, showed us that Egypt, from the earliest days of history, was 
firmly united with Lower and Upper Nubia (Sudan). The continuously 
developing relations between the northern and southern parts of the Nile 
valley had never been interrupted. In fact, the two countries, Egypt and 
Sudan, stressed Hasan, “could never dispense with each other for the 
very strong reasons that bound them into one single unit, completely 
indivisible even if their inhabitants thought otherwise.”^ 

“The monuments of Egypt have resisted the ravages of time for more 
than 5,000 years to give clear evidence of the close union between Egypt 
and the Sudan in former times,” stated Egyptian protagonist academics. 
Already during the Pharaohs’ time Egypt extended its authority over the 
entire southern part of the Nile valley. To prove the validity of their 
historical arguments the Egyptian protagonist academics relied on what 
they described as “recent archeological discoveries,” which verified the 
fact that Egyptian civilization, culture, and religion flourished also in 
South Sudan. Even in the Ptolemaic and Roman eras the unity of the 
Nile valley was not interrupted.^ Under the Ptolemies and Romans, 
Egyptian scholars observed the growth of mercantile activity, chronicling 
the expansion of Egyptian trade south- and eastward to the Red Sea 
coast. With the Romans, trade expanded further inland into the interior 
of Sudan. Following the Arab invasion of Egypt in 639 by Caliph ‘Umar 
Ibn al-Khattab, Nubia was conquered by the Arabs in 651. The Arab- 
Islamic hegemony in Sudan was consolidated with a peace treaty and an 
annual tax that would last for 600 years. The Mamluks expanded their 
control into Nubia and extended their rule further into Sudan in the 
fourteenth century. This process continued under the Ottomans, who 
conquered Egypt in 1517 and then expanded their grip further into the 
southern Nile valley. The Ottoman presence remained unchanged until 
Muhammad ‘Ali conquered Sudan in 1820, launching a new phase in the 
shared history of the Nile valley."^ If Sudan was dominated by the Otto¬ 
mans, why did Muhammad ‘Ali’s Egypt, which was itself an Ottoman 
province, have to reoccupy Sudan? This question remained unanswered. 

Islamist theoreticians chose for obvious religious reasons to link the 
origins of Egypt’s involvement in Sudan with the emergence of the 
Muslim empire. They argued that the buds of the Arab-Sudanese rela¬ 
tions emerged immediately after Egypt was occupied by ‘Amr Ibn al-‘As, 
the “preeminent Muslim commander,” in 641. Ibn al-‘As, who ruled 
Egypt during the reign of ‘Umar ibn al-Khattab, the second caliph, 
looked at Sudan with the idea to annex it. However, his efforts to 
implement his plan were doomed to fail: the difficult terrain hampered 
his advance. Moreover, the tough military battle with the Sudanese 
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fighters prevented ‘Amr ibn al-‘As from occupying the Sudanese hinter¬ 
land, and he hardly succeeded in attaining his goals. The situation 
changed only during the reign of ‘Uthman ibn al-‘Affan, the third caliph. 
‘Abd Allah ibn Sa‘d Ibn Abi Sarh, Egypt’s military ruler, was determined 
to defeat the Christian kingdom of Makuria and its capital, Dongola, 
after they kept violating the truce and refused to pay ihe.jizya (“tribute” - 
tax imposed on non-Muslim subjects). After bloody battles Dongola 
(situated on the east bank of the Nile about 160 km southeast of 
present-day Donqula) was occupied, and an Arab-Sudanese peace treaty 
{mu ‘ahada) was concluded, under which the Sudanese were granted the 
protection of the Muslim empire. Ever since, Sudan and Egypt have 
constituted a single entity.^ 

The eminent Egyptian historian Muhammad Rifat,® who was active 
within the establishment, held a different view arguing that the Sudan 
region was occupied for the first time by the Mamluk leader al-Zahir 
Baibars al-Bunduqdari. According to Rifat, as a result of Baibars’s 
military successes in the mid-thirteen century, the Christian population 
of Nubia was subordinated to Muslim rule for the first time and forced to 
pay xhejizya tax.^ 

In the mid-1930s the three large volumes of ‘Abdallah Husayn’s study 
were published. Husayn, a lawyer who worked at the time as an editor for 
the daily newspaper al-Ahram, conducted his research during a stormy 
period of Anglo-Egyptian relations, when the Egyptian political system 
was polarized and torn to pieces following years of monarchial dictator¬ 
ship. The study reviewed in detail the history of Sudan (politics, econ¬ 
omy, education, agriculture, etc.) from ancient times until the early 
1930s. Husayn observed that throughout history, the Nile valley in its 
entirety constituted a single weave. For instance, under the Pharaohs, all 
the Nile valley countries were linked, thus constituting a single entity. 
Muhammad ‘Ali’s reign over Sudan and that of his successors were 
glorified for contributing significantly to the country’s development and 
prosperity. Husayn held the British and French solely responsible for any 
decline in Sudan and for all its sore evils, such as the Mahdi revolt 
(1881-1885) and the ensuing famine. The Sudanese people benefited 
from Egyptian rule, which took upon itself the difficult task of advancing 
them in all walks of life.® 

Egyptian liberal historians propagating within the establishment 
framework focused their historical analysis on the late nineteenth 
century - the era of Western imperialism - as their starting point. When 
the tide of European expansion reached Egypt and Sudan in the 1870s, 
declared Professor Muhammad Shafiq Ghurbal,^ it was found that 
the independence and unity of Egypt and Sudan were firmly built on 
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solid foundations. All attempts to sabotage this unity had failed for 
the following reasons: 

The one Fatherland of the Sudanese and the Egyptian people rests on moral as 
well as material foundations. Its principle of cohesion is derived from old as well 
as modern factors. Its roots strike deep in the soil of the valley and are nurtured by 
one single source of life. They are as old as the Pharaonic Crown. They are 
animated by the spirit of Arabism and Islam. But the Fatherland is at the same 
time one of the major units of the modern world. It fully shares in the life, the 
problems, the tasks, the burdens and the hopes of today. 

Muhammad Fu‘ad Shukri, Ghurbal’s colleague at the history depart¬ 
ment, prepared in the mid-1940s numerous comprehensive studies, with 
the aim to prove the historical bond connecting Egypt and Sudan. His 
studies relied on an impressive scientific apparatus (extensive bibliog¬ 
raphy, many footnotes, appendixes, and maps), covering the period of 
Egyptian rule over Sudan from Muhammad ‘Ali to the condominium 
treaty of 1899.^' In his study Misr wa-al-siyada ‘ala al-sudan (Egypt and 
the Sovereignty over Sudan) Shukri presented historical facts with the 
intention to prove Egypt’s legitimate rights of sovereignty over both parts 
of the Nile valley. Eor Shukri it was clear: the two countries constituted 
“one political fabric under one crown,” as was the case under Muham¬ 
mad ‘Ali and his successors. Shukri pointed out that he chose to use the 
term siyada in its legal implication (sovereignty) and not in its literal 
meaning, which is authority or mastery. 

Shukri remained persistent in his historical arguments and findings 
also after the separation of Egypt and Sudan in the republican era. Eor 
instance, in 1957, a year after Sudan became independent, he published 
a broader and more profound version of his earlier study al-Hukm al- 
misrifi al-sudan 1820-1885 (1947). In his new book he reiterated previ¬ 
ous arguments, particularly paying tribute to the altruistic nature of the 
Egyptian administration in Sudan and its contribution to Sudanese well¬ 
being and progress. He placed greater emphasis on the acceleration of 
the process of Sudanization, which led to the integration of qualified 
Sudanese in the administration - a process that culminated with Sudan¬ 
ese occupying most of the administrative posts. Egypt facilitated the 
foundations for Sudanese self-government, thus allowing the Sudanese 
to manage their own affairs. The study also examined the reasons for 
the failure of the Mahdi movement in exercising full sovereignty over the 
entire Sudan, between 1885 (the withdrawal of the Egyptian forces) and 
1898 (the reconquest by British and Egyptian forces). He focused on its 
bungle in establishing a strong central regime, thus losing territories that 
constituted part of Sudan during the period of the Egyptian rule.^^ 
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Shukri revealed the effective structure of the Egyptian administration, 
which was already then based on Sudanization, that is, the integration of 
Sudanese in their country’s governance. Shukri claimed that throughout 
the period, the Egyptian rulers regarded Egypt and Sudan as a single 
entity, in which all its inhabitants, with no exception, enjoyed equal 
rights. To demonstrate the fairness of Egyptian rule, Shukri drew on 
documents of the Egyptian ministry of finance clearly showing that large 
amounts of money were transferred from Cairo to Khartoum to cover the 
deficit of the Sudanese treasury. The history of Egyptian rule over Sudan 
was distorted by the British occupation, remonstrated Shukri. His study, 
he asserted, was aimed at restoring historical justice: Egypt acted in the 
most humanitarian manner to advance the Sudanese and their well¬ 
being. Shukri argued that since Sudan was occupied by Muhammad 
‘AH’s army, which acted on behalf of the Ottoman sultan - the sovereign 
of Sudan and Ethiopia since the sixteenth century - Sudan and Egypt 
were therefore one Ottoman province. With the consent of the sultan, the 
two countries were united politically. Shukri went further, stating that 
Egypt occupied Sudan following a request made by the Sudanese people 
to impose Egyptian rule in Sudan to eradicate the prevailing state of 
anarchy and to establish law, order, and security, which would lead to 
economic recovery. 

Rashed El-Barawy, an economics scholar and a moderate socialist, 
provided a different account concerning Muhammad ‘Ali’s decision to 
occupy Sudan. According to him, Muhammad ‘Ali’s goal was to discover 
the sources of the Nile and “to follow up the ancient traditions aiming at 
the unification of the Nile valley.” His son Isma‘il occupied most of 
Sudan and politically unified Egypt and the occupied Sudanese territor¬ 
ies. He also established Khartoum as the new capital and introduced new 
methods of modern administration.'^ 

From Shukri’s account it follows that Sudan was already ruled by 
semi-independent Egypt in the early 1820s. Isma‘il Kamil, Muhammad 
‘All’s son, who led the military conquest, was appointed the first 
governor-general of Sudan in 1822. His appointment and that of his 
successors were made by the Egyptian rulers and not by the Ottoman 
sultan, which meant that the sovereignty over Sudan was Egyptian, still 
within the framework of Egypt’s formal link with the Ottoman Empire.'® 

Other Egyptian proponents of the unity of the Nile valley expanded on 
the issue of sovereignty, stating that the international legal status of Sudan 
was determined by the Ottomans, formally the rulers of that region. The 
sultan issued an internationally recognized yirwjaw on 13 February 1841, 
empowering Muhammad ‘Ali with the authority to rule the provinces of 
Nubia, Darfur, Kordofan, and Sennar. However, Muhammad ‘Ali’s rule 
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over Sudan was not hereditary, unlike the case of Egypt, which was based 
on dynastic rule. The firman of 1866 accomplished the unity of the Nile 
valley, granting Khedive Isma'il hereditary rights over Egypt and Sudan, 
amalgamating both under his rule.^^ 

By 1854, Shukri went on, it was clear that there was a need for major 
reform, be it financial, administrative, or in relation to slavery. Such 
reform was needed to empower the central government in Khartoum - 
a desired development, which could safeguard the political unification 
of Egypt and Sudan. At the same time, the Egyptian political elite was 
determined to develop and advance Sudan. Eor that reason the Egyptian 
ruler Sa‘id Pasha (r. 1854-1863) nominated his brother Muhammad 
‘Abd al-Halim as governor-general of Sudan. 

Shukri, like other Egyptian scholars,concentrated on the legal aspect 
of the status of both Egypt and Sudan. Methodologically, he relied on the 
firmans promulgated by the Ottoman sultan in the period 1863-1879. 
For instance, the firman of 22 January 1863 determined that Sudan 
would be recognized as a territory annexed to Egypt. The Ottomans 
authorized the inheritance of power in Egypt to male descendants of 
Muhammad ‘All’s family, who would hold the Ottoman title of Pasha. 
The Egyptian ruler and his successors would govern Sudan throughout 
their lives. On 27 May 1866, a nevi firman upgraded the dynastic rule - 
succession not only within Muhammad ‘All’s family, but rather from 
father to son. This would include Egypt and its annexed territories 
including Sudan. 'The. firman of 8 June 1867 established Egypt as khidi- 
viya, that is, the ruler was granted the highest honorary and political 
Ottoman title (khedive), equivalent to the British viceroy. 

The khedive had the right to act independently, but Egypt was still 
formally part of the Ottoman Empire. In 1867, Egypt participated in the 
international monetary conference in Paris separately from the Ottoman 
Empire. However, the Porte was not always satisfied with decisions made 
by the khedive. For instance, the Ottoman central government disliked 
the appointment of the British Samuel Baker in April 1869 to governor- 
general of the new territory of Equatoria for four years, without its 
permission. It also disapproved of the visit of Isma‘il (r. 1863-1879) to 
Europe, which it perceived as an Egyptian attempt to gain independence 
from the Ottoman Empire.Isma‘il acted untiringly to complete the 
political unity of the Nile valley by means of Ottoman firmans and 
agreements with countries linked with Sudanese and eastern African 
affairs such as Britain. 

Egyptian scholars advocating for the unity of the Nile valley expanded 
on that issue. According to them, the Ottoman firmans accentuated the 
fusion of Sudan with Egypt, showing that the system of administration 
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implemented in Sudan was “centralized and incorporated with that of 
Egypt.” Therefore issues of finance and taxation related to the Sudanese 
provinces were redirected to the Ministry of Finance in Cairo, while 
military and defense issues were forwarded to the Ministry of War. 

As further proof of Egypt’s expansion of its territory along the length of 
the Nile valley, Shukri’s detailed account shows that by the mid-1870s 
Egypt managed to gain the following: 

1. Extension of its sovereignty over eastern Sudan, the entire western 
Red Sea coast up to Bab al-Mandab, and the Somali countries (bilad 
al-Sumal) up to the Juba Estuary. 

2. The occupation of the Darfur region in western Sudan. 

3. \ firman on 18 July 1875 certifying Egypt’s sovereignty over Zila’, 
which meant that the entire African Red Sea coast was under Egyptian 
sovereignty. 

4. The occupation of the Sultanate of Harar (situated in present-day 
Ethiopia). 

5. The occupation of the areas of the Upper Nile and al-Ghazal Lake. 

6. The extension of Egypt’s sovereignty on the eastern African coast 
from Guardafui to the Juba Estuary. 

Ismahl’s expansionist policy, stated Shukri, was costly and led to war 
with Ethiopia over the control of the Red Sea and other vital territories. 
The dismissal of Khedive Isma‘il in 1879 was to have an effect on Egypt’s 
tough policies of preventing slave trade in Sudan and the establishment 
of law and order in many parts of the country. Tawfiq, Ismahl’s son and 
successor, relied heavily on European powers to establish his position 
domestically. He nominated Muhammad Ra’uf in 1880 as governor- 
general of Sudan, instead of Charles Gordon (who resigned in 1879). 
Ra’uf, argued Shukri, acted aggressively and violently to stop the slave 
trade, similarly to Gordon earlier. Like Gordon he was assisted by 
foreigners, whom he appointed as local governors and supervisors to 
combat slave traders. 

‘Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi‘i, a renowned historian and politician (senior 
member of the National Party), argued that Egypt’s failure to crush the 
Mahdi forces was caused by Britain. On the eve of the Mahdi revolt, he 
detailed, the number of Egyptian troops stationed on Sudanese soil was 
32,610. The Egyptian army had the military capability to thwart the 
revolt, Rafi‘i stated confidently, yet the fact that it failed to do so was 
utterly due to the unbearable British interference in Egyptian affairs. The 
British benefited from the historical coincidence that the Mahdi and the 
‘Urabi revolts occurred at the same time. The ‘Urabi revolt (1881-1882) 
provided the British imperialists with a pretext to occupy Egypt, whereas 
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they exploited the Mahdi uprising to separate Sudan from Egypt and then 
to take control of the country. True, they were not behind these upris¬ 
ings, since each had its causes, yet the British controlled the develop¬ 
ments to advance their interests. When the Mahdi revolt intensified and 
the Egyptian authorities in both Sudan (led by the governor-general ‘Abd 
al-Qadir Hilmi Pasha) and Egypt were determined to crush the rebels by 
dispatching more troops to Sudan, the British ordered the weak Khedive 
Tawfiq to dismiss ‘Abd al-Qadir and replace him by a weak governor- 
general (‘Ala’ al-Din). The latter lacked the capabilities of his predecessor 
and upon unequivocal “British advice” Egypt withdrew its army from 
Sudan. Prime Minister Sharif Pasha, who refused to follow the “advice,” 
stressing that “if we leave the Sudan, the Sudan would not leave us,” was 
forced to resign on 7 January 1884. His successor, Nubar Pasha, fulfilled 
the British “advice” and evacuated 11,000 Egyptian and European offi¬ 
cials from Khartoum as well as 25,000 combatants of the Egyptian 
garrisons in Sudan. The evacuation, opined Rafi‘i, was the hardest blow 
Egypt had experienced since the British occupation of 1882.^^* 

Like al-Rafi‘i, Shukri thought that the Egyptian army had no reason to 
withdraw from Sudan in the wake of the Mahdi uprising. It was not a 
result of flawed Egyptian management but rather “a war of slave mer¬ 
chants against a community of European functionaries.” The political 
guidelines for Egyptian rule over Sudan, said Shukri, were formulated by 
Muhammad ‘Ali, and were based on “the preservation of the unity of the 
Nile valley; the participation of Sudanese in the administration and the 
management of state affairs under the auspices of ‘a fatherly govern¬ 
ment,’ comprised of Egyptians and Sudanese.” Under Egyptian rule, 
Sudan was opened to the world, which broadened its people’s horizons. 
Thus the Sudanese people were better able to comprehend their geo¬ 
graphic surroundings, having a better understanding of agricultural and 
agrarian issues as well as their natural resources. This remarkable devel¬ 
opment was facilitated by the recruitment of foreign scientists by the 
Egyptian authorities for the purpose of academic research on Sudan. 
On the basis of these scientific findings, Egypt could introduce major 
reforms in Sudan. 

The Arabization of Sudan was accomplished primarily through Egyp¬ 
tian efforts. However, there was little evidence showing major waves 
of Arab migrants coming to Sudan from other directions. There was 
evidence of minor migration waves of Arab tribes from the Arabian 
Peninsula making their way to northwestern or western Africa. Eor the 
Egyptian geographer Dr. ‘Abbas ‘Ammar (Fu’ad I University), it was 
Muhammed ‘Ali who emerged as the figure that would lead Sudan 
toward the salvation from its fiaws: 
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The salvation of the Sudan from chaos and anarchy was one of the main 
objectives of the Egyptian campaign in the early nineteenth century, a 
campaign which, for the first time in history, unified the Sudan from Wadi 
Haifa to the Equatorial Province; thus saving the Sudanese from the fate of 
almost all other African peoples, who have been suffering from European 
exploitation ever since the partition of the Dark Continent.^® 

Sudan remained united under Egyptian control until the Mahdi revolt of 
the early 1880s, after which Egypt was forced by the British government 
to evacuate the interior regions of Sudan. 

Professor (Maitre) Mahmoud Kamel took pains to show that Egypt’s 
claim to sovereignty over Sudan goes back to 3197 BC, when the 
Pharaohs of the Eirst Dynasty ruled both Egypt and Nubia. Stressing 
historical continuity of Egyptian rule over Sudan, he argued that Egypt 
lost Sudan in the wake of the Mahdi uprising in 1885, as a result of 
British ill-advice followed by pressure that “compelled the Khedive to 
evacuate inexorably the southern province of Egypt.” Kamel went on to 
say that Egypt would have continued to rule Sudan if it were not for 
British interference.^® 

The British Embassy replied, conversely, that if Egypt had not 
followed the British advice, it “would have suffered further reverses in 
the Sudan, thus leaving the way clear for the Mahdi’s forces to penetrate 
north of Wadi Haifa and invade Egypt itself.”^^ Moreover, the research 
department of the British Foreign Office prepared a study aiming to 
challenge allegations made by Egyptian scholars that Sudan was ruled 
continuously by Egypt from time immemorial.Parts of the research 
relied on works written within the ‘Abdin Project - a nearly two-and- 
a-half-decade project initiated by King Fu’ad (1922-1936), in which 
monarchist historians and foreign experts (archivists, philologists, and 
historians) were invited by the king to rewrite the history of Egypt.This 
extensive royal historiographical project, as Di-Capua put it, was “to 
explain the modern Egyptian experience as part of a story of moderniza¬ 
tion and transition whose center was the dynasty itself. 

Defining the borders of the lower valley of the Nile as “the First 
Cataract to the South, the Mediterranean on the North, the Arabian 
and Libyan deserts to East and West,” the study noted the area was 
known by the name the Black Land. The area between the First and 
Second Cataracts was known as Wawat, and the country to the south of 
the Second Cataract as Kush - nowadays known as Lower Nubia - a 
country where the people spoke both Arabic and Nubian languages. 
Around 3200 BC the Black Land area was occupied by “a Hamitic race 
related to the Berbers of North Africa and to the Gallas and Somalis. 
Tribal migrations brought about important modifications in the racial 
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characteristics.” At a later period, two new kingdoms evolved: in the 
north (the Delta) and in the south. The two were united and separated 
but were finally integrated under Menes the king of the south at about 
3200 BC. His successors extended the borders after defeating the 
Nubians and reaching the boundaries of Upper Egypt (between Jabal 
al-Silsila and Aswan). The people of this area were of “Hamitic stock” 
and the “negroes of the south,” settling in this area only several centuries 
later during the Third Dynasty. 

In the period 2470-2270 BC, which marked the Sixth Dynasty, 
efforts were made by the northerners to subdue the regions south of the 
First Cataract, with Nubia being occupied for a short period. However, 
the last king of the Eleventh Dynasty (about 2000 BC) succeeded in 
expanding Egypt’s rule to the Third Cataract (Dongola area). Egyptian 
rule continued through the period 2000-1780 BC. Under the Eight¬ 
eenth Dynasty, Egyptian rule continued to expand, reaching as far as 
Napata (Jabal Barkal some 400 km north of Khartoum), but never 
beyond it. Northern Sudan was ruled and colonized by Egypt until 
1090 BC. Nevertheless, the power of Egypt declined gradually under 
the Ramesside Pharaohs (1167-1090 BC), and consequently the people 
of the south gradually freed themselves of Egyptian domination. By 
945 BC they established their own kingdom, with Napata as its capital. 
In 748 BC King Piye of Ethiopia conquered both the southern and the 
northern areas of the Nile valley, and Egypt was under Ethiopian control 
until the Assyrian invasion in 663 BC. In the period 332 BC-638 AD, the 
Ptolemaic-Roman era, Egypt managed to stretch its southern borders no 
farther than Qasr Ibrim (about 145 mi south of Shellal - a village south of 
Aswan). The Muslim Arab ruler ‘Amr (640 AD) occupied areas in 
northern Sudan up to Dongola but without subduing Sudan. It was only 
Muhammad ‘All’s son Isma‘il who occupied Sudan in its entirety in 
1821 upon his father’s order. 

Both British and Egyptian scholars agreed that Sudan was under 
Egyptian rule since it was fully occupied by Muhammad ‘All’s forces in 
the early 1820s. Nevertheless, Egyptian propagandists of the unity of 
the Nile valley continued throughout the 1940s vigorously to prove by 
all possible methods that Sudan was Egypt’s domain throughout the 
nineteenth century. Their arguments focused on Samuel Baker’s book 
Ismailia,^* which provides a detailed account of his work in the service 
of Khedive Isma‘il (1869-1873), for whom he participated in the task 
to suppress “the slave-hunters of Central Africa, and to annex the coun¬ 
tries constituting the Nile Basin, with the object of opening those 
savage regions to legitimate commerce and establishing a permanent 
government. 
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For Egyptian propagandists. Baker’s book was proof that Sudan was 
ruled fairly by the Egyptian khedive and that the latter took pains to 
establish law and order in the Nile valley. They quoted Baker as saying 
(without reference to the source): “the European tourist in 1861 was able 
to travel alone throughout the vast regions of the Sudan with the same 
feeling of security as that of Londoners frequenting Hyde Park at sunset. 
The people of the Sudan are law abiding and courteous.”^® Nevertheless, 
neither ‘Ammar nor any other propagandists provided any satisfactory 
explanation regarding the motives behind the Mahdi revolt and its 
essence. According to Baker, the situation in Sudan was disorderly and 
chaotic prior to the Mahdi revolt: “the entire country was leased out to 
piratical slave-hunters, under the name of traders, by the Khartoum 
government.However, Baker had no doubts: 

1 am perfectly convinced that the Khedive was thoroughly sincere in his declared 
purpose of suppressing the slave-trade, not only as a humanitarian, but as an 
enlightened man of the world, who knew, from the example of the great Powers of 
Europe, that the time had arrived when civilization demanded the extinction of 
such horrors as were the necessary adjuncts of slave-hunting. The Khedive had 
thus determined to annex the Nile Basin, and establish his government, which 
would afford protection, and open an immense country to the advantages of 
commerce. This reform must be the death-blow to the so-called traders of 
Khartoum, who were positively the tenants of the governor-general of the 
Soudan.^® 

The khedive was sincere in his intention to suppress slavery and to establish 
order in the Nile valley. His decision to do so was unpopular and in direct 
opposition to public opinion. Overall, his efforts to establish his hegemony 
over Sudan were met with scant success. British diplomats concluded 
unequivocally that the Mahdi revolt was against misgovemment;^^ they 
somehow chose to ignore the religious aspects of the rebellion. 

In his authoritative study Historical Discord in the Nile, Gabriel Warburg 
displayed considerable differences in the way Egyptian and Sudanese 
writers interpreted similar major events in the nineteenth century - the 
Turco-Egyptian rule of Sudan (1820-1885) and the Mahdi movement 
and rule (1881-1898). Eor the Egyptian masses as well as elites, that 
period constituted an integral part of their relationship with the Nile 
valley. They portrayed the Egyptian rule as civilizing and progressive. 
They maintained that the appearance of the Mahdi and the main reason 
for its revolt were due to the unpopular rule of those Christian European 
high functionaries, such as Charles Gordon (governor-general of Sudan 
1873-1880), who were recruited by Khedive Isma'il. 

Sudanese historians writing in the post-condominium years, when the 
politics of a unified Nile valley was no longer on the agenda, portrayed 
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the Turco-Egyptian and British colonialist periods differently from their 
Egyptian counterparts. For instance, Mekki Shibeika presented aspects 
of the Turco-Egyptian rule over Sudan in the nineteenth century favor¬ 
ably. He nevertheless emphasized the centrality of the economic factors 
(slaves, gold, etc.) behind Muhammad ‘Ali’s decision to conquer Sudan, 
yet he was very critical of the state of Sudanese society at the time, which 
he viewed as “primitive and disjoined.” For him the occupiers were the 
bearers of civilization. They gradually stopped the slave trade, modern¬ 
ized agricultural methods, made some progress in the development of 
education and justice, and opened Sudan to the external world. How¬ 
ever, like British scholars, he blamed the Egyptian administration for 
“over taxation, corruption and other ills,” similar to the situation in other 
Ottoman provinces. 

Hasan Ahmad Ibrahim, unlike Shibeika, was very critical of Egyptian 
historians who “have a paternalistic attitude toward the Sudan.” 
Muhammad ‘Ali and his successors did not take over Sudan to improve 
and develop Sudanese welfare, health, or education, but rather they did 
so to take slaves, gold, and other economic resources from Sudan. He 
pointed at the corrupt and inefficient administration and the extremely 
high taxes as the main reasons for Egypt’s failure in Sudan in the 
nineteenth century."^^ Ibrahim al-Hardalu and Muhammad ‘Umar 
Bashir (Mohamed Beshir) also focused on the corrupt, exploitative, 
and colonialist nature of the Turco-Egyptian rule. Like others, Beshir 
disputed Egyptian assertions characterizing Turco-Egyptian rule as a 
civilizing mission. The Egyptians, he revealed, “slaughtered all my rela¬ 
tives.”^^ However, Beshir agreed that Turco-Egyptian rule laid the foun¬ 
dation of modern Sudan as it “had implied unity and order.” Sudan was 
developed in the fields of education, agriculture and irrigation, foreign 
and internal trade, and communications."^^ 

Egyptian and British writers disagreed on the issue of which of the two 
countries played a more significant role in the reoccupation of Sudan in 
the late nineteenth century. To demonstrate the indisputable nature of 
the unity of the Nile valley, Egyptian propagandists and politicians 
quoted selectively from Winston Churchill’s The River War (1902). 
Indeed, Churchill admitted that Egypt ruled Sudan “from 1819 to 
1883,” yet he determined that its rule was 

not kindly, wise, or beneficial. Its aim was to exploit, not to improve the local 
population. The miseries of the people were aggravated rather than lessened: 
but they were concealed ... Violence and plunder were more hideous, since 
they were cloaked with legality and armed with authority. The land was 
undeveloped and poor ... Scarcity was frequent. Famines were periodical ... 
Corrupt and incapable Governor-General succeeded each other at Khartoum 
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with bewildering rapidly ... with hardly any exceptions, the Pashas were 
consistent in oppression ... The rule of Egypt was iniquitous: yet it preserved 
the magnificent appearance of Imperial dominion.^'* 

The propagandists for the unity of the Nile valley could nevertheless find 
some comfort in Churchill’s account of the Fashoda incident (1898), in 
which he clearly referred to the “re-establishment of Egyptian author¬ 
ity.”^^ In September 1944, in the final stages of World War II, al-Ahram 
referred to the historical meaning of the Fashoda incident and concluded 
that the reconquest of Sudan was effectively in the name of Egypt alone. 
The 1899 condominium treaty should therefore have been considered 
null and void. The British played a minor part in the process of recon¬ 
quering Sudan by providing Egypt with some logistic services. However, 
this was nothing compared to the massive military involvement of the 
British and American forces in the liberation of France."*® 

Countering British allegations that Egypt was forced to abandon 
Sudan following the take-over of Khartoum by the Mahdi’s forces, 
Egyptian scholars argued that it was Britain, which had occupied Egypt 
since 1882, that ordered the Egyptian withdrawal. To support their 
argument, they relied on the British Consul-General Lord Cromer, 
who declared “any Egyptian minister who objected to that decision 
should relinquish his office.”"*^ Egyptian nationalists of the post-World 
War II period could safely rely on words of one of Egypt’s nationalist 
father figures, Mustafa Kamil, who condemned the British occupation 
government in July 1895 for its harsh measures employed about a decade 
earlier, forcing Egypt to evacuate “the Sudan which we consider the spirit 
of our dear land, on which hangs the life of our country, and its death.”"*® 
Egyptian experts declared, moreover, that the Egyptian government 
withdrew from Sudan in a tactical retreat, removing its troops to prevent 
a massacre at the hands of the Mahdi’s forces. Even as Egyptian troops 
evacuated Sudan, the British still regarded Sudan as an Egyptian 
domain. This manifested itself in the Fashoda incident."*^ Even after 
the withdrawal of the Mahdi’s forces, in the mind of the Egyptians, 
Sudan remained an integral part of Egypt.®** 

Following the end of World War II, the polemic in al-Ikhwan al- 
Muslimun over the question of whether the Sudanese people opted for 
unification intensified. For Muhammad Mahmud Jalal, a member of 
parliament, the answer was definitely positive. Drawing on historical 
research he challenged the common wisdom regarding the motives 
behind the Mahdi revolt. The uprising, he argued, manifested a desire 
for unification of the northern and southern zones of the Nile valley. It 
occurred in conjunction with the ‘Urabi revolt in the north - both revolts 
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were against the arbitrariness and extortion of a regime that they both 
wanted to topple.^' Muhammad 'Ali and Isma'il laid the physical foun¬ 
dation for a single political Nile valley entity by building huge villages. 
Common history, language, hopes, and torments empowered and 
strengthened the north-south bonds. 

In 1925, shortly after the expulsion of the Egyptian military from 
Sudan, an Egyptian intellectual, who chose to remain anonymous, pub¬ 
lished in the US-based magazine Current History his account of “Egypt’s 
Claim to the Sudan” with the stated intention of presenting the subject 
from “an objective and impartial” viewpoint. He divided the history of 
Sudan into three periods: first, from Muhammed ‘Ali to the Mahdi revolt 
(1812-1881); second, from the Mahdi revolt to the withdrawal of British 
troops (1884); third, the reconquering of Sudan 1896-1899 until 1924.^^ 
The anonymous Egyptian writer argued that the incorporation of Sudan 
and Egypt began under Muhammed ‘Ali in 1812. The military campaign 
led by his son Isma‘il in 1821 succeeded in establishing Egyptian rule. 
Khedive Isma‘il, who took power in 1863, strengthened the links 
between Egypt and Sudan. Isma‘il, emphasized the anonymous writer, 
expanded the territory of Sudan, and his army conquered the entire Red 
Sea zone and extensively developed Sudan’s infrastructure, constructing 
a railroad from Wadi Haifa to Khartoum, and building many roads. 
Isma‘il also abolished slavery and established schools. Egypt was the first 
to occupy and develop Sudan, and all that country’s achievements 
should be attributed to the Egyptians. 

When the Mahdi revolt began in 1881, “Egypt had in the Sudan an 
army of 40,490 soldiers, twelve military steamships on the Nile, 20,000 
volunteers, and 30,000 officials.” It was significant, stated the writer, that 
“the ‘Urabi and the Mahdi revolutions started at the same time.” In both 
cases, “the British were said to encourage” the uprising so that they could 
have an excuse to take control of the Nile valley in its entirety. In 1882, 
the Mahdi’s forces defeated the Egyptian army commanded by Yusuf 
Pasha al-Salami. The military confrontation continued in various parts of 
Sudan until 1884. At that point the British government instructed the 
Egyptian government to withdraw. Sharif Pasha, the prime minister, was 
given two options: withdrawal or resignation. He opted for resignation, 
stating: “‘We have no right to withdraw, because the Sudan belongs to 
Turkey [the Ottoman Empire], who gave it to us to take care of.’ Nubar 
Pasha, an Armenian, who succeeded Sharif Pasha in 1884, ordered a year 
later the Egyptian army to withdraw. 

In his depiction of the Anglo-Egyptian reconquest of Sudan, the 
Egyptian writer took pains to prove that throughout the process the 
British referred to Egypt as the legal sovereign of Sudan. In 1896, he 
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asserted, the Egyptian army, led by Lord Kitchener, took control of 
Dongola, and in 1898 it arrived at Fashoda. By 1899, after the victory 
of Omdurman, Sudan in its entirety was reoccupied. British politicians 
as well as journalists proclaimed that the reconquering of Sudan was 
undertaken for the purpose of restoring the khedive’s rule over those 
provinces. When Britain risked a war with France by persisting on the 
retreat of Major Marchand from Fashoda (1898), Lord Kitchener con¬ 
tended throughout his subtle talks with Marchand that Fashoda was an 
Egyptian territory, and it was the Egyptian flag that was raised on the fort 
at Fashoda.^® 

Relying on diplomatic correspondence, the anonymous writer argued 
that Egypt, on its part, had never relinquished its legal rights to Sudan. 
In his letter to Lord Cromer on 9 October 1898, Boutros Ghali, the 
Egyptian foreign minister, wrote: 

The Government of His Highness the Khedive, as you know, did not at any time 
relax its efforts to reconquer the Sudan, which is the vital source of Egypt’s life. If 
the government withdrew its army temporarily, it was due only to circumstances 
of force majeure. The revolting Sudanese were never recognized by any country, 
and therefore the Sudan remained, according to the principles of international 
law, the property of Egypt. The Sudan was never a res nullius at any time between 
1884 and 1898, and therefore could not be occupied or reconquered except by 
Egjrpt, who remained the owner and who throughout the whole period from 
1884 to 1899 never relinquished [its] rights in this territory.^^ 

Moreover, throughout the Fashoda crisis, Britain too, argued the ano¬ 
nymous Egyptian writer, was of the opinion that Sudan belonged to 
Egypt. He provided two documents to prove his argument. On 10 Octo¬ 
ber 1898, Lord Cromer wrote to Lord Salisbury, the British prime 
minister, that “the negotiations are now proceeding with the French 
government to secure the title of Egypt to the territories abandoned by her 
during the Mahdist rebellion under the pressure of force majeure, to 
which ... His Excellency (Boutros Pasha) explicitly records Egypt has 
never renounced her rights.” And on 12 October 1898, Lord Salisbury 
wrote to Sir Edmund Monson, the British ambassador to France, that in 
a conversation he had with the French ambassador to London on the 
state of the Upper Nile, “I generally insisted on the view that the Valley of 
the Nile had belonged and still belongs to Egypt, and that whatever impedi¬ 
ment or diminution that title might have suffered through the conquest 
and occupation of the Mahdi had been removed by the victory of the 
Anglo-Egyptian army on 2 September. 

Egypt retained a considerable quantitative advantage over Britain in all 
facets. For instance, during the reoccupation of Sudan “the Egyptian 
army provided 25,000 men compared to 800 British men (a number 
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gradually increased to 2,000). That is, the British army was never more 
than one-twelfth of the Egyptian army.” Egypt paid two-thirds of the 
£2,400,000 costs of the military expenses. Egypt also took upon itself the 
lion’s share of the maintenance of the military forces in Sudan. Since 
the reconquest, the military contingent in Sudan consisted of 10,000 
Egyptian soldiers, who cost the Egyptian government £13,000,000, and 
merely 1,000 British soldiers, at an expense of no more than £2,000,000. 
As far as infrastructure developments in Sudan were concerned, the 
Egyptian taxpayer bore the entire costs of building railroads, public 
buildings, and telegraphs, as well as of the administration of Sudan, 
totaling £5,600,000. The anonymous author concluded that Sudan 
had never ceased to be an Egyptian territory. 

The British presented a different version of the developments since 
their occupation of Egypt in 1882 - an occupation that occurred “not in 
opposition to the Egyptian government, but in order to help that govern¬ 
ment” to maintain internal order and to protect “Egypt’s territory from 
foreign aggression.” Britain was represented in Egypt by its agent and 
consul-general Lord Cromer. The British recognized Egypt’s special 
status as an autonomous country under Ottoman suzerainty, “but in 
matters of importance the advice of the British agent was given and was 
expected to be followed.” The British reorganized the Egyptian army by 
entrusting it to British officers’ command. The British agreed that Sudan 
had been part of Egyptian territory until it was lost in 1883 following the 
Mahdi revolt. However, the British did not mention that in December 
1883, as noted above by the Egyptian authors, they gave the order for the 
Egyptian evacuation from Sudan. Indeed, from then on, the status of 
Sudan was to change. In 1896 the British considered it possible and 
desirable to recover Sudan, and a military operation led by General 
Kitchener was completed successfully in 1898 with the recapture of 
Sudan in its entirety. The British admitted that these operations were 
conducted jointly by the Egyptian and British armies and that the 
expense of the war was also shared between the two countries. 

A British report drew a distinction between the northern and southern 
parts of Sudan in relation to the Egyptian claims over Sudan. It accepted 
some of the Egyptian arguments, chiefly that the Egyptians and the 
population of northern Sudan had a common religion, language, and, 
to some extent, racial origins. Geographically, the Nile “with its vital 
water supply resources is shared alike” by both Sudanese and Egyptians. 
Moreover, historically, the Egyptian claims of continuous reign over 
Sudan since the early nineteenth century were accepted by the British: 
“Egypt, by her conquest of the Sudan in 1821 and by subsequent 
agreements with Great Britain in 1899 and 1936, has alike legal and 
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moral claims to share in the administration of the northern Sudan, 
until the Sudanese themselves are sufficiently politically developed to 
rule themselves.”®* 

The consensus became narrower, however, in the next sections of the 
report. Egypt, as its record showed, failed to contribute to the welfare of 
the Sudanese, or to prepare them for self-government. Egypt was unable 
to maintain peace and order within its own territory and therefore was 
“unfit to exercise sole control over the people of another country,” the 
report asserted. It pointed out several reasons why Egypt could claim 
only a partial share in the administration of northern Sudan and defin¬ 
itely had no claim to share in the administration of the “pagan negro” 
population living in southern Sudan. Eirst, historically, Egypt had an 
infamous record as far as slavery was concerned. It was General Gordon 
whose interference terminated a long period, during which Egyptians 
regarded Sudan principally as an area that it could tap for slaves to work 
in the Egyptian fields. Slavery was no longer legal in Egypt, but “the 
memory of the Egyptian slave trade still lives in the minds of Sudanese,” 
stressed the British report. Second, economically, Egypt’s record in 
Sudan throughout the period 1821-1885 showed that the Egyptians 
exploited Sudan by colonizing the fertile parts of that country. They 
treated the Sudanese harshly and with cruelty to please and enrich their 
Pashas - a behavior that “will not die from the minds of the generation 
which lived under Egyptian rule.”®^ 

The British report accepted the fact that Muhammad ‘Ali’s son Isma‘il 
conquered northern Sudan in 1821, yet 

it is equally certain that after the Egyptians had been driven out by the Mahdist 
rule, the Northern Sudan was only recovered to Egypt with the assistance of 
Great Britain. It was Kitchener and the River Columns of his Expeditionary 
Force, composed alike of British and Egyptian troops, that fought and won the 
battle of Omdurman in 1898 and thus inaugurated the regime of the present 
Sudan Government, authority for which is based on the Condominium 
Agreement. 

The British record of achievements in Sudan over a period of 47 years 
(1899-1946) was impressive. Key figures such as Gordon, Kitchener, 
Stack, and Newbold exemplified humane, altruistic values and in some 
cases gave their lives in the service of Sudan and the Sudanese. One may 
nevertheless question that if the British were motivated by altruism in 
Sudan, then why would they stress that Sudan was a strategic asset for the 
empire: “Should Great Britain agree to the removal of British military 
forces from Egypt itself, the strategic importance of the Sudan as a site 
for the location of air bases and military forces within range of the vital to 
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Great Britain’s Far East possessions, i.e., the Suez Canal, would become 
even more important than it is at the present time.”®^ 

Like other Egyptian scholars, Rafi‘i disputed the British narrative of 
the gradual reconquering of the Sudan in the 1890s. According to him, 
the British used Egyptian troops and money to advance their plot to take 
over the Sudan for themselves.®"^ The reconquering of Sudan, liberal 
Egyptian scholars argued, was the initiative of the sirdar (commander 
in chief) of the Egyptian Army, who arranged with Lord Cromer, British 
agent and consul-general to Egypt, the dispatch of an expeditionary force 
to reconquer Sudan in 1896. The vast majority of the military force 
comprised Egyptian troops, and the Egyptian treasury covered the costs 
of the mission. In other words, the reconquering of Sudan was an 
Egyptian venture, and the British played a negligible role in the battle¬ 
fields. Legally, in the years of evacuation (1885-1898), Sudan consti¬ 
tuted an integral part of Egypt, and moreover, after the Egyptian forces 
conquered it, Sudan became an inseparable part of Egypt, both from “the 
legal and factual viewpoints.”®® 

Undoubtedly, Rafi‘i as well as other Egyptian historians were inspired 
by Ahmad Lutfi al-Sayyid, the iconic Egyptian liberal nationalist, who 
had already argued in his newspaper al-Jarida in 1910 that “the Sudan 
is Egypt’s by right of conquest.”®® He stated further that Egypt was the 
first nation to colonize Sudan, which he regarded as an integral part 
of Egypt: 

She is part of Egypt, and her not being separated is vital to Egypt’s life, due to her 
holding the source of the Nile and being her neighbor. We loathed giving her up, 
then she was reconquered, this time with the participation of the English ... 
colonizing [isti‘mar\ the Sudan is the right of Egyptians, and no one else, just as 
the subsidizing of the Sudan is the duty of Egyptians, and no one else. Egyptians 
look at Sudanese as brothers, as a part of their community, so it’s their 
responsibility to look out for their brothers’ welfare.®^ 

Muddathir ‘Abdel Rahim, a Sudanese historian, argues that the Anglo- 
Egyptian joint occupation of Sudan took place despite protests from 
the Ottoman sultan. On 27 March 1896, noted Rahim, the grand vizier 
telegraphed the khedive to remind him that the Egyptian military force 
constituted an integral part of the Ottoman army and that “the use 
of these troops -especially when directed against Muslims, as was the 
case with the Mahdists, depended absolutely and entirely on the will and 
permission of his Imperial Majesty. Such permission had neither been 
sought nor granted ... and the whole enterprise was not in the interest of 
Egypt.”®® In other words, the reoccupation of Sudan by the Anglo- 
Egyptian forces was a move prohibited by the Ottoman sultan, the formal 
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suzerain of Sudan. His objection was not taken into consideration, by 
either Britain or Egypt, a state of affairs that reflected the weakness of the 
Ottoman Empire at the time. 

The decision to reoccupy Sudan in 1896, stated ‘Abdel Rahim, was 
directed by the British government following the Italian defeat by the 
forces of the Ethiopian Empire (the Adwa battle) in March 1896. British 
Prime Minister Lord Salisbury (1895-1902) explained in a letter to 
Cromer that this move “was inspired by a desire to help the Italian at 
Kasala [Eastern Sudan] and to prevent the Dervishes [the Mahdi forces] 
from winning a conspicuous success which might have far-reaching 
effects.In other words, the reoccupation of Sudan was derived from 
European imperialist calculations rather than regional considerations. 
This occurred during the peak of the European imperialist expansionism 
known as the “colonial scramble for Africa.” Indeed, Ethiopia was an 
exception until 1935-1936. 

The Fashoda incident of September 1898 should therefore be viewed 
as part of the struggle for control of the Nile valley between France and 
Britain. However, to justify the legality of its military actions in the area, 
‘Abdel Rahim argues, the British force led by Kitchener hoisted the 
Egyptian flag (not the British), warning the French force that it had no 
right to hoist the French flag “in the domains of His Highness the 
Khedive.That is, for imperialist manipulative purposes the British 
admitted that Egypt had the sovereignty over Sudan. As soon as their 
goal was achieved, they marginalized Egypt’s role, relegating it to a 
secondary partner in Sudan. As we have seen, ‘Abdel Rahim’s account 
of the Fashoda incident supports the one presented by Egyptian histor¬ 
ians. However, as we shall later see, his view of the foundations of the 
doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley was adverse and critical. 

Egyptian scholars constantly refuted the actual validity of the condo¬ 
minium rule: the treaties of 19 January and 10 July 1899 were forcefully 
imposed by the British and were never approved by any Egyptian parlia¬ 
ment, they emphasized. Moreover, Egypt’s legal circumstances pre¬ 
vented it from concluding the treaties as Sudan was officially under 
Ottoman sovereignty, a status that was not relinquished until 5 Novem¬ 
ber 1914, the day that Britain and France declared war on the Ottoman 
Empire. When the treaties were signed, Britain acknowledged the Otto¬ 
man suzerainty over Egypt. Therefore, the fact that the Ottoman govern¬ 
ment did not ratify the agreements made them invalid internationally.^^ 
El-Barawy went further, blaming Khedive Tawfiq for acting illegally by 
signing the treaties of 1899. Sudan, emphasized El-Barawy, was not 
reconquered but “restored to the lawful authority which had been 
temporarily suspended by the Mahdist rebellion.” Britain, he argued. 
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had no right to administer Sudan, as most casualties during the mili¬ 
tary operation against the Mahdi forces were Egyptians - military and 
civilians.’^ 

Discussing the rationale behind the condominium treaty, the British 
emphasized their superior role. For the Egyptians, the objective of recon¬ 
quering Sudan was to recover this territory for the khedive. The British 
did not belittle the fact that Egypt contributed its full share in the military 
and financial efforts required to recover Sudan, yet they argued that the 
British government through “British troops and money as well as a 
British commander-in-chief, had played a predominant part” in the 
battlefield and the subsequent victory. Moreover, to prevent future 
uprisings in Sudan similar to the Mahdi revolt, it was necessary to form 
a better government, in which the British would play a central role. 
Strategically, it was vital to defend the southern frontier of Egypt to 
protect British imperial interests. The condominium agreements of 
1899 were the best solution at the time. They could satisfy Egyptian 
desires, at least on paper, by including Egypt as an equal parmer, yet, at 
the same time, securing for themselves the position of governor-general, 
the highest administrative authority, who held “the whole powers of 
administration over the territory.” The British asserted that successive 
governors-general “have established an administrative machine in the 
Sudan which seems admirably adapted for the country.” The British 
argued that until the 1924 incident (the assassination of Governor- 
General Lee Stack) the condominium administration was conducted 
smoothly - the administrative posts in the civil service were “held almost 
exclusively by British subjects,” yet numbers of Egyptians were 
“employed in the police and technical posts in the Sudan, and Egyptians 
as well as British forces were stationed there.The British held the 
Egyptian government responsible for the assassination, which led to the 
removal of all Egyptian forces from Sudan. 

Soon after its conclusion, Egyptian liberal theoreticians asserted, the 
1899 treaty was applied in a manner unfair to Egypt’s rights - Britain 
unilaterally and systematically violated it. This assertion was supported 
by the African American historian Rayford Logan, who was also a pan- 
African activist. Writing in 1931 on Anglo-Egyptian Sudan, Logan 
stated that Egyptians were justifiably dissatisfied with the 1899 treaty 
because Britain had basically granted itself the dominant position in the 
partnership, whereas Egypt became the junior parmer.^^ However, 
Logan was very critical of the immoral manner in which Egyptians ruled 
Sudan in the pre-condominium period - the exploitation of Sudanese 
and of Sudan’s natural resources, and the Egyptian slave merchants, who 
made a fortune particularly during the reign of Muhammad ‘Ali.^® 
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Sudanese writers, as Warburg shows, took pride in the Mahdi, stress¬ 
ing that Muhammad ‘Ali, who occupied Sudan, was looking for Sudan¬ 
ese slaves and gold and that his rule was oppressive and tyrannical. 
Warburg’s general argument was that most Sudanese never supported 
the idea of the unity of the Nile valley and indeed opted for independence 
in the 1950s. 


From Protectorate to Limited Independence: The Legal 
Status of Sudan 

Throughout the period under review here, Egyptian historians were 
preoccupied with the issue of the Nile valley after World War I, and 
more specifically, during the early 1920s - a time marked by a stormy 
struggle for independence. For instance, Da’ud Barakat’s book al-Sudan 
al-misri wa-matami‘ al-siyasa al-baritaniyya was published in 1924. Bar- 
akat was determined to demonstrate that Sudan was an integral part of 
Egypt and that the latter “would not be able to survive politically and 
materially without the Sudan.” Barakat focused his analysis on the sig¬ 
nificance of the Nile water flowing from Sudan and its indispensability 
for Egyptian agriculture. He sharply criticized the British policy toward 
Sudan, accusing Britain of employing malicious actions aimed at des¬ 
troying the natural and historical unity of the Nile valley.^® 

Following the conclusion of the condominium treaty, the British dis¬ 
regarded Egypt as the co-administrator of Sudan and concluded foreign 
treaties on its behalf, remonstrated Egyptian liberal scholars. This pro¬ 
cess escalated following the outbreak of World War I. For the British, the 
Ottomans ceased to have any sovereign rights over Egypt after they 
entered the war on the side of the Central Powers. The British declared 
their own protectorate over Egypt on 18 December 1914, and this also 
applied to Sudan. The rise of Egyptian nationalism and the outbreak of 
the 1919 Revolution led to Britain’s unilateral declaration of Egypt’s 
independence in February 1922. For Egyptian scholars, the British abo¬ 
lition of their protectorate over Egypt included Sudan. Nevertheless, the 
British insisted on upholding the condominium treaty of 1899 in Sudan, 
ignoring their partnership with Egypt. 

The unity of the Nile valley could have been achieved in the period 
1919-1924, stated Yunan Labib Rizq in a contemporary study. In his 
view that period witnessed a marked development in the prospects for 
Sudanese-Egyptian unification. A large number of Egyptian troops were 
stationed in Sudan and maintained close links with their “Sudanese 
brothers,” and the two influenced each other. The Sudanese adminis¬ 
tration relied on “Egyptian expertise” in the process of rebuilding itself. 
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The fact that Egyptians occupied junior positions in the Sudanese 
administration was to have positive consequences - they intermingled 
with the Sudanese people and thus created the foundations for the 
emergence of a common Sudanese-Egyptian culture. Egyptian teachers 
played a central role in the development of the Sudanese educational 
system. In addition, Sudanese and Egyptians found themselves facing a 
common occupier - the British - in Egypt in the form of the protectorate 
regime, and in Sudan in the form of the condominium rule. Rizq some¬ 
how overlooked the fact that Egypt itself was a partner to the imposed 
condominium. 

Rizq argued that the events of late 1924 were to have adverse effects on 
the progress made toward the unity of the Nile valley. The removal of the 
Egyptian troops from Sudan had twofold repercussions: the emerging 
nationalist movement in Sudan was eliminated, and the Wafd gradually 
relinquished its revolutionary zeal concerning the unity of the Nile valley, 
embracing instead a new approach of “mutual understanding,” based 
on diplomatic dialogue with the British. The latter exploited the void 
created by the diminished Egyptian presence in Sudan to create a new 
“imperialist reality” in the period 1924-1936. Egypt thus lost its strong¬ 
hold in Sudan and its proximity with Sudanese everyday life.®° Likewise, 
Eve Troutt Powell argued that “by 1919 there was a well-established 
slogan that called for ‘the unity of the Nile Valley.’” According to her, a 
wide spectrum of Egyptian nationalists saw a link between Egypt’s irre¬ 
pressible struggle for independence and its claim to mastery over Sudan.®' 

According to Egyptian scholars, the British adopted a policy designed 
to separate Sudan from Egypt, repeatedly and deliberately breaching the 
condominium treaty. Nevertheless, despite these breaches, the status of 
Sudan before the conclusion of the 1936 treaty was determined by the 
following points: 

1. The Lausanne Treaty of 1923 mandated that the Ottomans withdraw 
any sovereign claims over Egypt and Sudan that they exercised prior 
to 5 November 1914. 

2. Sudan continued to be an inextricable part of Egypt in terms of 
international law. 

3. In constitutional and administrative terms, Sudan was separated from 
Egypt by virtue of the 1899 treaty.®^ 

The British held a different view. Egypt and Sudan were under British 
occupation following the Ottoman Empire’s entry into World War I as 
Britain’s enemy. Consequently, the British government was “exercising a 
role of control in a territory nominally under the suzerainty of an enemy 
of the United Kingdom.” The British declared Egypt their protectorate. 
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and Ottoman suzerainty was terminated. During the Peace Conference 
after the war, the defeated powers recognized the British protectorate. In 
the Lausanne Treaty (1923), Turkey renounced its old suzerainty over 
Egypt as from November 1914, recognizing that “any question arising 
from the recognition of the State of Egypt should be settled in a manner 
to be determined later by the powers concerned.”®^ 

The Milner Committee was formed by the British government to 
investigate the causes of the uprising of March 1919. The committee 
began its activity in Egypt in December 1919 and submitted its conclu¬ 
sions to the British government in Eebruary 1921. Its findings included 
the recommendation to terminate the British protectorate in Egypt. ‘Abd 
al-‘Azim Ramadan argued that the committee avoided investigating the 
Sudan issue in order not to harm British interests there. The committee 
regarded it as a separate issue related to the 1899 treaty. Sudan, it was 
stated in Milner’s report, was entirely different from Egypt as far as its 
characters, population composition, and political condition were con¬ 
cerned. The British renounced Egyptian efforts to prove that historically 
they held “ownership rights” over Sudan, as Ahmad Lutfi al-Sayyid, a 
member of the Egyptian delegation to the Paris Peace Conference 
(1919), put it. According to Sayyid, the British claimed that the 
1899 treaty got legal validity after the conclusion of the Treaty of Sevres 
(1920). They also asserted that the Sudanese comprised scattered and 
separated tribes, most of which were racially different from the Egyp¬ 
tians. Sudan for the Sudanese was the basic principle of the Milner 
Committee and the British, concluded Sayyid. The Wafd and its leader 
Sa‘d Zaghlul, stated Ramadan, were of the opinion that the separation of 
the Sudan issue from the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations did not mean that 
they relinquished Egypt’s right over Sudan. Egypt, they maintained, was 
strong enough to gain its full rights over Sudan, once it settled its dispute 
with Britain.®"*^ 

Ramadan, who published his historical account in the post¬ 
condominium period, argued critically that the Egyptian national move¬ 
ment displayed growing interest in and concern for Sudan in the years 
after the war, which stemmed from the mounting imperial interests 
manifested by the British in that country at the time. Ramadan quoted 
the Indian leader Jawaharlal Nehru, who summarized the Anglo- 
Egyptian dispute over Sudan as follows: “when the issue of Egypt’s 
independence came up [at the end of World War I], the British wanted 
to retain the Sudan for themselves. Egyptians on the other hand felt that 
their very existence was utterly dependent on controlling the Upper Nile 
sources in the Sudan. The clash of interests between the two countries 
was consequently inevitable.”®^ 
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According to Ramadan, the clash of interests became clearly visible 
when talks on the termination of the British protectorate were opened in 
London in late 1921 between the Egyptian delegation, headed by Prime 
Minister ‘Adli Yakan, and representatives of the British government. 
During the talks the British regarded the condominium as the legal status 
of Sudan, whereas Yakan spoke of participation in the administration, 
but stressed that the sovereignty over Sudan was solely Egyptian. Sudan, 
he said, was 

an Egyptian land and there is no dispute that Egypt has the sovereign rights over 
the Sudan ... our main concern now is to redefine our rights in the Sudan in an 
open and frank manner ... Egypt’s stand on the Sudan is not derived from its lust 
for power or from the pleasure of holding the reins of government, but rather we 
are driven by our interests in the Sudan and the need to protect them. The Nile is 
our first interest in the Sudan but not the only one. Also, the Sudanese and 
Egyptian militaries should merge and be subordinated to the Egyptian ruler; we 
are concerned with the immigration of Egyptians to the Sudan and the necessity 
to ease their lives as much as possible, including granting them full rights. 

British Prime Minister Lloyd George stated unequivocally Britain’s inte¬ 
rests in Sudan: “beyond our will to secure our transportation via the 
Sudan, we do not want to interfere with Sudanese affairs, [but] we do not 
want to waive our center in the Sudan like we did in Egypt.” Utterly 
disregarding Yakan’s position on Sudan, British Secretary of Eoreign 
Affairs Lord Curzon formulated his government’s requirements as 
follows: “Egypt undertakes to provide the Sudan government the same 
military assistance as in the past or alternatively to provide financial aid, 
the amount of which would be agreed upon by the two governments. All 
Egyptian forces in the Sudan would be subject to the authority of the 
Governor General. In return, Britain undertakes to guarantee that Egypt 
would be supplied with the right amount of Nile water. 

In 1947 ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi‘i presented his version of the Sudan 
problem. He argued that the declaration of independence made by King 
Eu’ad on 15 March 1922 was not received cheerfully by the peoples of 
the Nile valley. The Egyptian people saw no manifestations of independ¬ 
ence, but the opposite: British occupation continued, martial law was 
still in force, and Sudan was practically cut off from Egypt. More¬ 
over, according to Muhammad Husayn Haykal, the eminent Egyptian 
intellectual and leader of the Liberal Constitutionalist (al-Ahrar al- 
Dusturiyyin) party. Prime Minister ‘Abd al-Khaliq Tharwat (March 
1922-November 1922), a member of Haykal’s party, consulted his 
colleagues regarding the king’s title. According to Haykal, the committee 
drafting Egypt’s new constitution put forward two alternatives: either 
the constitution would state the title as “King of Egypt and Sudan,” 
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or it would apply to Egypt only. In the latter case, Sudan would require a 
separate constitutional law, yet Sudan would still be regarded as an 
integral part of Egypt. Tharwat was advised by his party to endorse the 
two versions. However, the British opposed the two versions, arguing 
that both contradicted their statement of 28 February 1922 regarding 
Sudan’s status. The British position prevailed, and consequently Thar¬ 
wat stepped down. When Famq was declared king in 1936, following his 
father’s death, his title remained King of Egypt. 

When the Lausanne Conference was convened in November 1922 to 
negotiate a peace treaty with Mustafa Kemal’s Turkey, the Wafd sent a 
memorandum to Lord Curzon, the British foreign secretary, requesting 
that Sa‘d Zaghlul, the exiled leader, be allowed to present, on behalf of 
the Egyptian people, the following national demands before the partici¬ 
pating states: 

1. Recognition of the full independence of the Nile valley (Egypt 
and Sudan). 

2. Evacuation of British troops from the Nile valley in its entirety. 

3. Preservation of the full neutrality of the Suez Canal. 

The Wafd took the liberty to speak on behalf of the Egyptian people, 
disregarding the unpopular government of Muhammad Tawfiq Nasim 
Pasha, the king’s man. It made it clear that the presence of British troops 
in the Nile valley constituted a constant threat to the Suez Canal’s 
neutrality and to the principle of equality between countries, as stated 
in the 1888 treaty (signed in Istanbul on 29 October 1888 relating to free 
navigation through the Suez Canal). The independence of Egypt, the 
Wafd concluded, was the best means for real preservation of the Suez 
Canal’s neutrality. In this regard, Egypt’s interest coincided with that of 
other countries.®^ 

Muhammad Tawfiq Nasim’s government (November 1922-March 
1923) did nothing to advance the national demands. On the contrary, 
while finalizing the more controversial clauses of the new constitution, it 
acted vigorously to expand the powers of the king and surrendered to 
British ultimatums on the provisions related to Sudan. Sudan was omit¬ 
ted from Fu’ad’s title. Instead of King of Egypt and Sudan, he was now 
King of Egypt only. In addition, the government agreed that the consti¬ 
tution would apply only to the Egyptian kingdom, but nevertheless added 
that Egypt’s rights in Sudan should not be affected.®^ 

The 1919 Revolution echoed positively in Sudan. Young, educated 
Sudanese were greatly influenced by the revolution, which also contrib¬ 
uted to the rise of nationalist ideas among many of them. In 1920 the 
Union Association (Jam 'iyyat al-Ittihad) was founded by a group of 
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young Sudanese, who called for the full independence of Egypt and 
Sudan. The group took upon itself to prepare the Sudanese people for 
independence from British imperialist rule. In 1922 a brave Sudanese 
officer, Lieutenant ‘Ali ‘Abd al-Latif, launched a rebellion against the 
imperialist policy. He pronounced his nationalist principles, which were 
the following: Egypt and Sudan constituted a single and inseparable 
entity, and the British manipulations among Sudanese intended to sabo¬ 
tage the unity of the Nile valley; the British did so against the will of the 
Sudanese people; those Sudanese who declared loyalty to the British 
represented themselves only; and the British policy did not bring any 
benefit to the people of Sudan. The British reacted swiftly and aggres¬ 
sively. They persecuted the movement and arrested its leaders. 

Sudanese people heaved a sigh of relief when the Egyptian nationalist 
leader Sa‘d Zaghlul formed his government in 1924. The nationalist 
movement in Sudan expanded, and educated Sudanese hoped that the 
popular government would mark a new era, during which the goals of the 
people of the Nile valley would be realized. The facts that Zaghlul’s 
government enjoyed popularity in Sudan and that the Sudanese people 
adhered to unity with Egypt and desired to see the withdrawal of the 
British from the Nile valley were angrily received by the British. The 
latter continued with their machinations to separate Sudan from Egypt. 
Their decisive contribution to the downfall of Zaghlul’s government in 
November 1924 marked an important success in that direction.®^ For 
instance in April 1924 an exhibition of the British colonies took place in 
London. The Sudan government was presented there as one of the 
colonies; Egypt as a party to the condominium was neither asked for 
permission nor mentioned at all. Governor-General Lee Stack was told 
off by Sa‘d Zaghlul in a letter of protest, but his actions were backed by 
London and Lord Allenby, the British high commissioner. Shortly after¬ 
ward, the arrival in Cairo of a pro-unionist Sudanese delegation was 
prevented by the Sudan government. This led to a stormy debate in the 
Egyptian parliament on 23 June 1924, in which Rafi‘i, now in his capacity 
as an MP, delivered an anti-British speech, saying: 

Severe events are happening nowadays in the Sudan; two opposing Sudanese 
movements have emerged - the first, a natural movement, has emerged from 
within the Sudanese people, whereas the other is an artificial product of British 
imperialism. The natural movement ... includes open minded Sudanese, who 
wanted to visit Egypt in order to express their loyalty to Egypt and its king, but 
they were prevented [by the British] from doing so ... It is our duty to inform the 
world that the movement organized by the British is an artificial one ... we should 
announce to the world that our main concern is the prosperity and progress of the 
Sudan. History is our witness that we always assisted in the advancement of 
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the Sudan. The British claim that for the sake of the Sudan’s prosperity it 
is essential for them to maintain their sovereignty over that country, is false 
because the Egyptians were the ones to lay the railways line, to build palaces 
and buildings, to open schools; they dug ditches, built dams and bridges, 
strengthened the infrastructure and sacrificed their lives and properties for the 
sake of the Sudan’s prosperity.®^ 

Sa‘d Zaghlul reassured parliament that his government would do its 
utmost to protect Egypt’s rights in the Sudan. Yet, he soon discovered 
that his capabilities were quite limited. In November 1924, the British 
exploited the substantial opportunity created by the assassination of Lee 
Stack to get rid of Zaghlul’s government, holding it responsible for the 
anti-British atmosphere that led to the murder. 


The 1936 Treaty - More of the Same 

The conclusion of the Anglo-Egyptian treaty in August 1936 was 
adversely received in Sudan by all political stripes - unionists and separ¬ 
atists. Sudanese leaders were disappointed by the fact that the parties to 
the agreement disregarded them and the Sudanese interests. They were 
not consulted at any point in the prolonged negotiations discussing the 
future of their country.®® The treaty was also adversely received by 
Egyptians of all political shades. The fact that Egypt failed to advance 
the unity of the Nile valley was particularly criticized. This consensual 
view clearly found expression in Rafi'i’s work. As both historian and 
politician, who opposed the Wafd, he analyzed the clauses of the 
1936 treaty in relation to Sudan in a very censorious manner. It was 
not a treaty between two independent countries, since one of them - 
Britain - was granted the right to keep its combat forces in the territory of 
its ally and to take control of the sea ports, airports, and routes of 
transportation in case of war or threat of war. He ridiculed clause 8, 
which stipulated that the presence of British forces in Egypt would not 
violate Egypt’s sovereign rights over its territory. The treaty turned 
Sudan into an “English colony” guarded by Egyptian soldiers subordin¬ 
ated to the British governor-general of Sudan. 

Rafi‘i remonstrated that the incorporation of the 1899 treaty into the 
1936 treaty was utterly wrong. The 1899 treaty was regarded by Egyp¬ 
tians as well as international jurists as null and void, since it was imposed 
by the stronger party. It cut off Sudan - “a vital and important part of the 
homeland.” In contrast to what clause 11 of the 1936 treaty states, Egypt 
was left with no sovereign right over Sudan. The perpetuation of the 
1899 treaty meant that the military and civil rule over Sudan remained 
in the hands of the governor-general, who was a British government 
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appointee and could be dismissed only with its consent. He could enact 
laws and establish regulations as he wished. On the other hand, laws and 
decisions made by the Egyptian government did not apply to Sudan. 
Egypt, asserted Rafi‘i, had never regarded Sudan as a foreign country but 
an inseparable part of the homeland - it had always considered Sudan as 
one of Egypt’s regions. Eor instance, when the Egyptian parliament was 
opened on 26 December 1881 (before the British occupation), the 
government allocated seats for Sudanese delegates. On 25 March 1882 
the election law was promulgated, and its clause 6 allocated seats to 
Sudanese proportionally to the size of population in each Sudanese 
election district.®’ 

The 1936 treaty was utterly asymmetric - Britain had the advantage 
over Egypt in every possible aspect. The British controlled the Sudan 
government - there were more British cabinet members. The governor- 
general and his deputy as well as the heads of government departments 
and senior officials were all British. In fact Egypt had not a single 
member in the cabinet. Even the Egyptian inspector of irrigation affairs 
in Sudan was not allowed in, unless there were discussions related to 
Egyptian issues.®® 

Rafi‘i did not agree with Egyptian politicians, who praised the 
1936 treaty for reinstating Egyptian military presence in Sudan. As a 
matter of fact, he opined, the Egyptian army in Sudan would be subor¬ 
dinated directly to orders from the British governor-general and not the 
Egyptian government. The former would determine the required quan¬ 
tity of Egyptian soldiers to serve in Sudan, their place of service, the 
location of their military bases, etc. Its mission was to defend Sudan - a 
British colony according to the 1936 treaty. In this regard, the mission in 
Sudan could not be dissimilar to missions in other British colonies, such 
as Uganda (which was originally Egyptian), Kenya, or Tanzania. Britain 
needed the Egyptian army in Sudan to defend the borders from its 
imperialist rivals, such as Italy, which had conquered Ethiopia. Rafi‘i 
belittled the Egyptian achievements that were pointed out by the treaty’s 
signatories, including the removal of restrictions on Egyptian immigra¬ 
tion to Sudan. Why would Egyptians rush to move from the northern 
part of the valley to its southern part? pondered Rafi‘i. In fact, the 
northern, eastern, and western lands of the Delta were not heavily 
populated and were opened to migrants, reasoned Rafi‘i.®® 

Ghurbal, who was politically closer to the Sa‘dist Party (whose leaders 
Ahmad Mahir and Nuqrashi were members of the Wafd at the time of 
the conclusion), argued that the 1936 treaty was the lesser of two evils. At 
the time of the conclusion the Wafd government had no alternative but 
negotiation with the British. Ghurbal questioned Rafih’s professional 
integrity, saying “only a naive historian expects nations to live constantly 
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in a stage of revolution, and only a naive historian would regard a return 
to normal life as a setback and [political] corruption. The return of 
students to study, clerks to their office, and peasants, workers, and 
traders to their work ... is the natural thing ... [On the contrary], the 
trading-in of the principles and the norms of [these] politics is the true 
corruption. 

Unlike Rafi'i, Egyptian intellectuals within the establishment 
attempted to harness the treaty to the discourse on Egypt’s campaign to 
unite the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. An observation of the 
articles of the 1936 treaty regarding Sudan displayed that the unity 
between Egypt and Sudan was not to be infringed by the temporary 
administrative form of government. The Egyptian scholars inferred 
that Egypt’s position in Sudan remained intact, even after the conclusion 
of the 1936 treaty, and remained as it was before the Mahdi revolt of 
the early 1880s. Erom the international perspective, therefore, Sudan 
remained an integral part of Egypt. 

Eollowing the conclusion of the 1936 treaty, Britain’s position in 
Sudan was viewed by Egyptian intellectuals as an inherently problematic 
one. Egypt recognized the British right to share in the administration of 
Sudan, in line with the 1899 treaties, yet these treaties did not justify the 
presence of British forces in Sudan. The presence of these troops as an 
occupying force was therefore no different to the position of the troops 
stationed in Egypt. To the Egyptians, Sudan was not a foreign territory, 
but rather constituted an integral part of Egypt. 

The British response to those arguments was that “it is impossible to 
ignore situations of facts which have juridical consequences complemen¬ 
tary to any written agreements, which indeed must be presumed to have 
taken these situations of fact for granted.Indeed, disagreements 
between the Egyptians and the British were not only concerned with 
the political future of Sudan but even pertained to their interpretation 
of the historical facts related to colonial Sudan. For Egyptian scholars, 
history was viewed as scientific evidence, the most integral component 
to substantiating Egypt’s sovereign rights over Sudan. As we shall see 
in the next chapter, Egyptian scholars relied also on other disciplines - 
geography, economics, and ethnography - to support and strengthen 
their arguments. 


The Future of Sudan: Internal and External 
Perceptions - the Aftermath of the 1936 Treaty 

The post-1936 treaty years witnessed the rise of new political forces that 
challenged the traditional nationalist parties in light of their failure to 
advance Egypt’s twofold national goals - the liberation of Egypt and 
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Sudan, and the subsequent unification of the two countries under the 
Egyptian crown. As Yunan Labib Rizq put it, “the most important step 
taken by these new forces was to take the issue of the unity of the Nile 
valley away from the Anglo-Egyptian negotiating table and to transfer it 
to the hearts of the Egyptian masses, who called to revive unification by 
forming joint Sudanese-Egyptian political groups, thus forcing the trad¬ 
itional parties to adopt that change.Following the conclusion of 
World War II with Britain’s victory, Egyptians of all walks of life believed 
that their alliance with and loyalty to Britain should now lead to the 
realization of the twofold national goal. The desire to unite the Nile valley 
was stronger than ever before. 

The bonds between the Sudanese and Egyptians had been tightening 
ever since the conclusion of the 1936 treaty, which allowed Egypt to 
reenter Sudan. More Egyptians visited Sudan to get to know Sudan and 
its people. The peak was Prime Minister ‘Ali Mahir’s trip to Sudan in 
1940, the first official visit by an Egyptian prime minister. His visit was 
followed by visits of politicians and journalists, who upon their return 
wrote articles and delivered lectures on Sudan and disseminated the idea 
of the unity of the Nile valley. Mahir was accompanied by the ministers of 
defense and of infrastructure works. They traveled to Sudan’s main cities 
(Khartoum, Umm Durman, Port Sudan, etc.) and met with Egyptian 
institutions and individuals that were engaged in irrigation, the military, 
clubs, and study centers. Mahir’s visit was successful and left a good 
impression in Sudan. According to Rafi'i, it strengthened the bonds of 
unity between the northern and southern parts of the valley. At the same 
time, young Sudanese pursued their higher education at Egyptian uni¬ 
versities, colleges, and educational institutions. They were influenced by 
the various Egyptian political currents and joined some of them. For 
instance, many of them were attracted to the newly emerged Egyptian 
left, as will be discussed later^°®. Educated Sudanese published weekly 
journals in Egypt, such as New Sudan by Ahmad Yusuf Hashim; Sudan 
by ‘Ali al-Barir (1944); and Umdurman by Muhammad Amin Husayn 
(1945). ‘Ali al-Barir, who was among the founders of the Sudanese 
Graduates’ General Congress, even submitted his candidacy for the 
Egyptian parliament in late 1944.^°’ 

One may deem the “axiomatic arguments,” voiced enthusiastically by 
Egyptian intellectuals and politicians, as to the desires of the Sudanese 
people to unite with Egypt, quite convincing. However, a more nuanced 
and complex picture regarding the Sudanese perception of the Egyptian 
paradigm of the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown was 
portrayed by Sheikh Ahmad ‘Uthman al-Qadi, president of Arabic pub¬ 
lications in the press and publicity section of the civil secretary’s office in 
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Khartoum. Qadi was a notable Sudanese with close links to both the 
Egyptian political elite and the king as well as to the British. His record of 
meetings with key Egyptian figures following his six-month stay in Egypt 
in summer 1943 sheds refreshing light on the Sudan question from both 
Egyptian and Sudanese angles. On 2 June 1943, he met with the king, 
who received him “with affability.” The king’s main concern was the 
supply policy in Sudan during wartime. Qadi replied that the Sudan 
government was handling the situation successfully. The king, who had 
little sympathy for the Nahhas government, agreed with Qadi: “Yes, the 
British are a disciplined people who know how to organize, but our 
government here is ‘zift’ [rotten] in the matter of supply control. And 
everything is in a state of chaos.Overall, concluded Qadi, the king 
spoke in a new and friendly spirit toward the British people despite his 
awkward relations with the British Embassy in Cairo that favored, at that 
stage, the Wafd government. 

Qadi also met several times with Prime Minister Mustafa al-Nahhas. 
Nahhas enquired as to the content of the memorandum issued by the 
Graduates’ General Congress (Mu’tamar al-Khirrijin al-‘Amm) [GGC] 
on 3 April 1942.^^° The memorandum focused on judicial and educa¬ 
tional reforms, yet it also demanded that as soon as the war was over “the 
British and Egyptian Governments [issue] a joint declaration, granting 
the Sudan ... the right of self-determination ... as well as guarantees 
assuring the Sudanese the right of determining their natural rights with 
Egypt in a special agreement between the Egyptian and Sudanese 
nations.”^The purpose and aims of the GGC memorandum were 
unclear to Egyptians. Egyptian nationalists, of all ranks and shades, 
perceived it as anti-Egyptian and a deviation from the national consen¬ 
sus, and they were convinced that the GGC was a British-sponsored 
movement representing separatist trends. Because of this perception the 
GGC was highly unpopular in Egypt at the time despite the lobbying 
efforts of its leaders. 

Qadi countered the prevailing Egyptian belief that the Sudan govern¬ 
ment was behind the conception and formulation of the document, 
hoping to encourage the Sudanese to demand autonomy rather than 
the unity of the Nile valley. According to him, neither the British nor 
the Sudanese people (with the exception of the GGC members) had 
known anything about it and were taken by surprise by its content. 
What did the Sudanese people really want? Nahhas enquired. Qadi 
replied: “the real aim of Sudanese nationalism was a distinct Sudanese 
identity ... Egypt, the Sudan’s elder sister, would [not] deny the Sudan¬ 
ese the right (which she herself exercised vis-a-vis Turkey) to develop 
their identity as a people which has its own national characteristics and 
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way of Although Nahhas was not satisfied by the content of 

Qadi’s words, he appreciated his interlocutor’s frank views: “We need 
to learn about events in the Sudan from someone like you who tells us the 
truth,” the prime minister concluded their talks. 

Prince ‘Umar Tusun (1872-1944), head of the Royal Agricultural 
Society and member of the Geographical Society, a scholar and a com¬ 
mitted Egyptian nationalist, who was a champion of Egyptian-Sudanese 
unification, also participated in Qadi’s meetings. Tusun expressed his 
love for the Sudanese and reiterated his adherence to the unity of the Nile 
valley. He stated, however, that anything contributing to the welfare of 
the Sudanese “gives me genuine pleasure, whether it comes from Egypt 
or any other quarter, and quite frankly, I do not think that our politicians 
and public men could do the Sudan such good in this direction, since 
they have not done it to their own country. I congratulate you on your 
present Government and wish you all progress. 

Qadi’s deliberations and debates with a host of influential Egyptians 
undermined his assumption that the Sudanese were perceived by Egyp¬ 
tians as naive victims rather than manipulators. The Sudanese at heart, 
he noted, preferred the British to the Egyptians but pretended the 
contrary to the Egyptians “mainly in order to obtain material benefits 
from Egypt.” 

During his long stay in Egypt, Qadi also held meetings with Sudanese 
residing in Egypt. Their views of the present and future Egyptian- 
Sudanese relations were of utmost importance. Qadi classified these 
Sudanese into four types: merchants, students, small shopkeepers, and 
petty employees. He presented ‘Ali al-Barir as representative of the 
merchants. He described him as “the most active politically and the most 
dangerous.” Barir revealed to Qadi confidentially that he would not 
exchange the British for the Egyptians in Sudan. He was not seeking 
political benefits from the Egyptians but exploiting the existing situation 
for material expediency for Sudanese living in Egypt, including students. 
Qadi was not convinced of Barir’s sincerity, and detested the manipula¬ 
tive game he claimed to be pursuing: “The political harm which results 
from his activities outweighs the value of any material gain he may 
succeed in obtaining ... I do not trust his motives ... [he] is an extremely 
vain self-centered individual.”^Egyptians, noted Qadi, were not taken 
in by Barir’s transparent games and disliked him. It would appear Qadi 
belittled Barir’s position in Egypt. 

Barir served since 1942 as the representative of the Omdurman 
GGC in Cairo. Ex officio he established his position among students 
and exercised full control over the Northern Sudan Union - one of the 
two principal Sudanese organizations in Cairo. The GGC cell in Cairo 
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also included other key activists of liberal professions: Ahmad Ujail, 
Ahmad al-Sa‘id, Ja‘far ‘Uthman (lawyers), Bashir al-Bakri (editor, the 
Sudan Magazine), and Muhammad al-Din Sabir (poet). This group of 
Sudanese, including Barir, was also on the editorial board of the Sudan 
Magazine - an advocate of the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian 
crown. For them Egyptian-Sudanese unification was the only future for 
Sudan. It is needless to point out that the group was anti-British. Barir 
had access to the palace through his close relations with Husni, the king’s 
private secretary. King Faruq knew about these relations and in fact 
encouraged them, to the resentment of the British officials in Egypt, 
who understood the king’s move as political. Eventually the king 
yielded to British pressure and instructed Husni to halt those meetings 
in the palace. 

As we shall later see, neither the king nor the government could 
control or check the growing public discontent with the obsequious 
way in which the “national question” was handled by the Egyptian 
establishment. For them, the establishment failed to strengthen the 
bonds with those Sudanese who looked at Egypt as their motherland. 
Indeed, the government would soon respond submissively to this public 
pressure. It is noteworthy, wrote Ruz al-Yusuf, that since the expulsion of 
the Egyptian military from Sudan in 1924, a large number of pro¬ 
unionist Sudanese moved to Egypt to help their Egyptian compatriots 
to advance the anti-British struggle for liberation. The Sudanese activists 
founded clubs and associations, among them the Sudanese Club, which 
Barir was elected to chair. The club cooperated closely with Egyptian 
nationalist figures that were active politically. 

Qadi was also very critical of the Sudanese students, whom he 
described as “a dangerous element.” They acquired habits and ways of 
thought “which are alien to the Sudanese national character.” He con¬ 
cluded that on their return to Sudan, they would become “very disrup¬ 
tive of indigenous morals and social forms.” He predicted that a large 
number of returning students would cause a social calamity, thus 
harming the future of their country’s development. To avoid this, 
Qadi suggested that the Sudan government should monitor and look 
after the needs and requirements of these students by placing an official 
representative in Cairo rather than leaving this important task at the 
hands of “self-appointed commercial consuls like ‘Ali al-Barir.” He also 
recommended that instead of allowing Sudanese students to attend 
Egyptian secondary schools in Egypt, the Sudan government should 
divert them to Egyptian schools in Sudan. Such a move would lessen 
the Egyptian influence upon these students, who would remain in a 
Sudanese environment. 
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Qadi’s analysis of the question of Sudanese-Egyptian relations went 
counter to the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley. While he conceded 
that religion, language, neighborhood, and other ties did exist between 
Egypt and Sudan since ancient times, he stressed that these ties had 
never been strong enough to unite the two countries politically. Histor¬ 
ically, political union was imposed on Sudan following Muhammad 
‘Ali’s conquests in the early nineteenth century. Moreover, some parts 
of Sudan were not part of this union. For instance, the Sultanate of 
Darfur remained an independent entity. The Mahdist uprising put an 
end to the union until the formation of the British-Egyptian condomin¬ 
ium following the reoccupation of Sudan by the two countries at the end 
of the nineteenth century. 

Qadi did not deny Egyptian financial assistance to Sudan since 1899, 
yet he made it clear that Sudan owed nothing to Egypt as far as its general 
development was concerned. Sudan might benefit, to some extent, from 
economic, cultural, and other modes of cooperation with Egypt, but such 
relations should be maintained only after the Sudan question was settled, 
and he ruled out any form of political unity with Egypt. In case Britain 
decided to evacuate Sudan, Qadi preferred Sudanese self-rule despite 
the political anarchy (as a result of “ignorance and tribal divisions”) 
this might incur, rather than be united with Egypt “and swamped by 
Egyptian influence. 

Another prominent Sudanese figure, who represented the anti-unionist 
trend, was Ibrahim Ahmad, president of the Graduates’ General Con¬ 
gress (1942, 1944) and a key mover behind the 1942 memorandum. In 
early 1944, shortly after his reelection as president of the GGC, he 
revealed in a conversation with E. S. Atiyha (the public relations officer 
in the civil secretary’s office, Khartoum) his views on the future of Sudan 
and the unity with Egypt. Ahmad accurately portrayed the prevailing 
political trends in Sudan concerning the future of that country, stressing 
that there was no clear homogenous opinion but many conflicting desires 
and views. Sudan, he opined, was not ready yet for independence and 
needed more guidance and training before self-government was granted. 
He preferred the British to the Egyptians as Sudan’s mentor and trainer in 
preparation for self-rule. The British were described as good adminis¬ 
trators, and Ahmad believed that they should stay in Sudan for a consid¬ 
erable time until the Sudanese were well-prepared. However, Ahmad did 
not want to see the withdrawal of Egypt and the dissolution of the 
condominium at that stage because as much as he 

admired the British as administrators and desired their help, he did not trust 
them sufficiently to be willing to place the Sudan entirely at their mercy. 
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The Sudan was a small and weak country and if Great Britain obtained exclusive 
control over it, the Sudanese would have no safeguards against exploitation. 
The Egyptians were very bad administrators, their morals were corrupt and the 
Sudan could not benefit directly from their presence, but their partnership in 
the Condominium constituted a check on the British ... this check was very 
beneficial to the Sudan. Besides, the Sudanese had many things in common with 
the Egyptians and it was to their advantage to maintain firiendly mutual relations 
with Egypt. 

Ahmad believed that a pro-British stand would naturally turn Egypt 
into a neighboring enemy - an undesirable possibility for Sudan. The 
Sudanese could benefit most if the present state of affairs continued: 
Egypt’s share would remain nominal, whereas the real control and 
administration remained in British hands. Under these circumstances, 
the Sudanese could get more and better training in governing them¬ 
selves, and when they felt ready to take the reins of government, they 
would decide about the nature of their relations with both Britain and 
Egypt. Ahmad was fully aware of Egypt’s hegemonic demand over Sudan 
and believed that the only effective way to counter it was to set up a 
separate Sudanese nationality by law. Such a law would clarify to the 
Egyptians that the Sudanese were not Egyptians and moreover did not 
wish to become Egyptians. The Sudanese regarded themselves “as a 
separate nation and wished to develop as such.” He rejected Egypt’s 
present demands for more political and administrative posts in the Sudan 
government. 

Likewise, Sudanese historian Muddathir ‘Abdel Rahim maintained 
that the tenets of the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley as presented 
in the writings of its Egyptian protagonists before and after the con¬ 
clusion of the 1936 treaty were lacking authoritative foundations. Refer¬ 
ring to the strongest component of that doctrine, the historical, he 
criticized: 

Unnecessary and unwarranted exaggerations about the nature and extent of 
historical contacts between Egypt and the Sudan from the earliest times to the 
present day had a similarly weakening effect on Egypt’s position and her advocacy 
of the Unity of the Nile Valley. As a result even legitimate Egyptian interests in 
the Sudan suffered - not only as a consequence of Egypt’s weakened moral 
standing in the country but also by arousing the suspicion and hostility of large 
sections of the Sudanese. 

In sum, as this chapter shows, there was a tremendous gulf between 
the narratives of Egyptian scholars and politicians and their Sudanese 
counterparts. The next chapter will discuss other tenets of the doctrine 
of the unity of the Nile valley as presented by Egyptian advocates for 
Egyptian-Sudanese unification. 
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The Unity of the Nile Valley 

Geographical, Economic, and Ethnographical 
Perspectives 


This chapter reviews the assertions made by Egyptian scholars, writers, 
and politicians to prove the material and physical solidity of the 
Egyptian-Sudanese unity. The chapter is divided into four sections 
examining the geographical, the economic, and the ethnographical and 
cultural factors on which the inseparable kingdom of the Nile valley was 
thought to be based. Although the main purpose of this chapter is to 
present and analyze the central Egyptian assertions made to substantiate 
Egypt’s fundamental natural rights over Sudan, it nevertheless presents 
also unconventional viewpoints, such as communist and Marxist ideas 
that enriched the socioeconomic historical discussion in Egypt in the 
1920s, as well as references to right-wing radical contentions. In add¬ 
ition, British viewpoints and counterclaims contesting the factual foun¬ 
dations of Egyptian assertions are reviewed. 


The Geographical Foundation of the Unity 

Nowhere in the world do people depend for their very existence on a river, as the 
people of the Nile basin depend on the Nile; and no country in the world is so 
indebted for the fertility of its soil to a river, as Egypt and the Sudan are indebted 
to the river Nile. Egjpt and the Sudan both owe their life and existence to this 
great river.' 

In his depiction of the symbiotic relationship between the Nile River and 
its inhabitants. Dr. ‘Abbas ‘Ammar of the Geography Department at 
Fu’ad I University provided an introspective observation of the vitality 
and indispensability of the Nile to the life of both Egyptians and Sudan¬ 
ese. He concentrated on the geographical roots of the unity, emphasizing 
the vitality of the Nile to the existence of its inhabitants. He placed 
greater importance on the lack of geographic obstacles between the north 
and south of the valley, thus allowing the diffuse movement of people and 
goods throughout without having to adapt to the surroundings. Further¬ 
more, it was hard to detect along the Nile valley any significant change in 
climate, but rather gradual transitions: 
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It is noteworthy that nature has reaffirmed the unity of the northern and southern 
regions of the Valley, by the evident uniformity and interrelation of natural 
phenomena in both sections. The topography is almost identical while the 
climate and flora present such a normal gradation as to render the change 
almost imperceptible between Egypt and the Sudan. Moreover, there were 
never any natural, insurmountable barriers, even in ancient times, when even 
the slightest would have proved an obstacle to intercommunication.^ 

Rashed El-Barawy followed suit, stressing that there were no natural 
boundaries to separate the northern and southern parts of the Nile valley. 
The Nile was the main route of communications and thus played a 
significant part in the establishment of common economic interests and 
in the sharing of material resources. El-Barawy, however, divided Sudan 
geographically into three main climatic areas 

1. The northern part was mainly desert apart from the Nile valley. 

2. The central part teemed with meadows and farm lands. 

3. The southern part was rich with forests. 

Egyptian geographers such as Sulayman Huzayyin asserted that there 
was “perfect harmony between the water, the soil, and human life and 
work.” Huzayyin outlined the natural geographical boundaries: “Egypt 
to the north and the Sudan to the south organically connected by the Nile 
valley and delimited by the deserts surrounding the valley in the east and 
the west.”"*^ 

Egyptian geographers argued that a quick look at the map would 
display territorial continuity between Egypt and Sudan. The two existed 
on the “bounty of a single life-giving blood-stream - the Nile!” They 
pointed at the fact that the Nile was one of the greatest rivers of the 
world, comparing it with the Mississippi and the Amazon Rivers. More 
than 80 percent of the Nile was located in Egyptian and Sudanese 
territory: “the immense basin of the Nile - the Sudan alone, with an area 
of 1 million square miles, is larger than the whole of the United States 
east of the Mississippi - is but a single unit. Each of its two great parts - 
Egypt and the Sudan - is indissolubly bound with the other.” Egypt, they 
concluded, could not exist without Sudan and vice versa.^ 

While studying the history of relations between the Nile valley and 
other parts of the world, ‘Ammar argued, it is safe to state that communi¬ 
cations were made possible principally through the natural course of the 
river. He attributed it partly to the fact that geographical conditions - 
forests in the south and mountains in the east - made communication 
via any other route very difficult.® Also, one should look back to anci¬ 
ent history when Egypt had developed a civilization before any other 
country in Africa. Eurthermore, Egypt’s unique geostrategic location on 



The Unity of the Nile Valley 


63 


the Mediterranean made it the key to the ancient world and a linchpin 
between various countries that wished to develop commercial and cul¬ 
tural relations. Britain was blamed for the decline in Nile trade by 
diverting trade toward the Red Sea ports. It was part of the British plot 
to undermine relations between Egypt and Sudan and to cut off the 
strong bonds created by nature. Moreover, the British aimed at diverting 
trade away from Egypt, toward their own channels.^ 

‘Ammar and other Egyptian theoreticians concluded that the existing 
borders between Egypt and Sudan were artificial, the result of agree¬ 
ments imposed by force. According to Egyptian intellectuals the bound¬ 
aries between Egypt and Sudan were fluid, lacking any geographical 
frontiers.® In the same vein, the seminal Egyptian intellectual Husayn 
Haykal, then president of the Egyptian Senate, propagated this argument 
viewing the Nile River as the thread that fused Egypt and Sudan together 
under the Egyptian crown.® 

Within the Egyptian discourse on the natural geographic boundaries of 
the Nile valley, Islamist intellectuals attacked both the Egyptian govern¬ 
ment and particularly British imperialism for neglecting the welfare and 
infrastructure development of Nubia - a desert region, a quarter of which 
was in Egypt from Aswan southward and the rest in Sudan, in an area 
reaching Khartoum. ‘Abd al-Hafiz Abu al-Sa‘ud, an eminent publicist 
in al-Risala, condemned the helplessness of Egyptian politicians in their 
failure to look after the essential needs of Nubia. Nubia became a 
godforsaken area, a place for exiled Egyptian clerks. There was nothing 
new or significant for the traveler to observe in Nubia. After directing 
his scathing indictment against the Egyptian government, Abu al-Sa‘ud 
linked the notoriously bad reputation of the Nubia region with the British 
interest to separate the two parts of the Nile valley - Egypt and Sudan. 
The sleaziness, neglect, and desolateness of Nubia were used by Britain 
as a pretext for separation. 

Egyptian geographers took pains to prove that the Nile was Egyptian in 
terms of its international legal status and recognition. ‘Ammar spelled it 
out clearly, stressing that British writers unanimously agreed on “the 
legitimacy of Egypt’s claims to these waters and its necessity to obtain 
full guarantees to exercise these rights.He referred to Lord Cromer, 
who saw the Nile as “Egypt’s river.” Cromer was quoted by ‘Ammar as 
saying that “the Black Country was a viaduct which carries life-giving silt 
to the fertile Delta. 

Eurther corroboration of Ammar’s argument may be found in the 
sphere of control over the supply of Nile water. Most of the studies 
examining the best ways to utilize and improve the distribution of Nile 
water for irrigation were conducted by the British. Some minor projects 
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were undertaken prior to World War I. A branch of the Egyptian Irriga¬ 
tion Service was established in Sudan in 1904, headed by the British 
C. Dupuis. In 1904 Sir William Garstin, undersecretary of state at the 
Sudan ministry of public works, recommended the investigation of vari¬ 
ous projects. The main goal was to increase Egypt’s water supply in the 
summer and to secure that Sudan would have similar benefits. Garstin, a 
civil engineer by profession, proposed the following: regulation of and 
storage in Lakes Victoria and Albert; improvements in the Sudd region; 
reduction of the great wastage of water there; storage on the Blue Nile 
and on the Atbara River. The works in Lakes Victoria and Albert and the 
Sudd region were designed to benefit the irrigation of Egypt, whereas the 
latter works were intended to develop the irrigation schemes in Sudan. 
At that stage Garstin opined that “the control of the flow of the Nile 
should remain always and absolutely in the hands of one authority, and 
that this authority should be the Egyptian Ministry of Public Works.”^® 

The British dominated the organizational management of the Nile 
water until 1922. In 1920 Sir Murdoch Macdonald, an irrigation adviser, 
issued a comprehensive report entitled Nile Control. The report estimated 
the water needs of Egypt and Sudan. According to his assessment Egypt 
would need 50,000 million cubic meters annually, whereas Sudan only 
6,000 million. However, in 1921 Macdonald resigned, and his post 
remained vacant. In 1922 the British government proclaimed unilaterally 
Egypt’s independence with certain reservations - not including irriga¬ 
tion, to the resentment of British officials in both Egypt and Sudan. If the 
status of Sudan remained the same, they pondered, why were the irriga¬ 
tion projects of the Upper Nile not included among the reservations? 
They wanted to see Macdonald’s post reassigned to a British functionary. 
Indeed, the proclamation of independence “put an end to the High 
Commissioner’s powers of general direction of irrigation projects, whilst 
at the same time the Egyptian irrigation Service was left without anyone 
to give the high level technical direction needed for the planning and 
execution of a chain of major engineering works strung out over 3,000 
miles or so of the Nile.”^® 

The British doubted the capability of Egyptian experts to fill the void 
created by the upgrading of Egypt’s political status and the resignation of 
experienced British functionaries. On 7 May 1929, Lord George Lloyd, 
the British high commissioner, and Muhammad Mahmud, the Egyptian 
prime minister, reached an agreement on the use of the Nile water based 
on a report prepared by British experts. The agreement provided for 
“working arrangements agreed upon between the technical authorities 
responsible for the control of water distribution ... [the agreement] is the 
basis of the allocation and sharing of waters between the Sudan and 
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Egypt, and endorses the proposals of the Nile Commission report, which 
were prepared ‘with the object of devising a practical working arrange¬ 
ment which would respect the needs of established irrigation, while 
permitting such programme of extension as might be feasible under 
present conditions and those of the near future, without at the same time 
compromising in any way the possibilities of the more distant future.’” 
Development projects were to be undertaken in the Sennar Reservoir 
and the Gezira Scheme; the Jabel al-Awliya’ Reservoir; and the Nag 
Hammadi Barrage. 

The British did not want to see a situation whereby Egypt would 
exercise full control over the Nile water and determine issues related to 
water allocation. Indeed, Egypt regarded Sudan as an integral part of its 
territorial sovereignty and reiterated its argument about the vital import¬ 
ance of the Nile to the lands through which it flows, particularly Egypt. 
Egyptian geographers predicted a substantial increase in the Egyptian 
population, which necessitated studying “the vital problem of increasing 
the cultivated areas and completing the reclamation of land still capable 
of being brought under irrigation in both the Delta and Upper Egypt. 

If Egypt was to safeguard its required annual water supply in the near 
future, the geographers recommended the expansion of a series of public 
works projects in Sudan. Such views partly fit Karl Wittfogel’s theory 
that hydraulic management causes “internal pressures for a structured 
bureaucratic organization under centralized control and forced people 
into unequality: ‘those who control the hydraulic network are uniquely 
prepared to wield supreme power.’ As systems grew, leadership was 
required to build new canals, maintain existing ones, and ensure efficient 
distribution of water. Wittfogel maintained that extensive irrigation 
required centralized coordination and direction. 

Egypt and Sudan were “hydraulic societies,” and Egypt as the master 
of the Nile valley, predetermined Egyptian geographers, should occupy 
the leading role in controlling and maintaining the water regime along 
the Nile. This colonialist stand and supremacist approach employed by 
Egyptian geographers acting within the establishment framework was a 
precise reflection of the prevailing national consensus on the Sudan 
issue. In contrast, the British took every possible step to thwart Egypt’s 
scheme for the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown that 
would turn it into a “powerful hydraulic empire,” to employ Wittfogel’s 
term. The British goal was to create a situation whereby the Sudan would 
not be dependent on Egyptian goodwill as far as water issues - irrigation 
and planning - were concerned. 

In their extensive effort to justify Egypt’s quest for hegemony over the 
Nile’s irrigation systems, Egyptian geographers also relied on work done 
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by the British engineer Sir William Garstin. He was involved with the 
implementation of the treaty of 1902 between Britain and Ethiopian 
Emperor Menelik. It was stipulated in the treaty that Ethiopia would 
undertake not to “construct or allow to be constructed any works across 
the Blue Nile, Lake Tana or the Soobat... which would arrest the flow of 
waters into the Nile except with the agreement of the governments of 
Britain and Anglo-Egyptian Sudan.” Consequently, Garstin supervised 
the activity of an engineering and survey expedition in Lake Tana in 
1902. The conclusion was that “it would make an excellent reservoir. 

In a comprehensive study, titled A Guide to the Upper-Nile Sources, 
published on 21 March 1904, Garstin maintained that the Sudanese 
irrigation department should be under Egyptian control and that the 
Egyptian office of public works should supervise it. The allocation of 
the Nile water should be under the control of a single apparatus. Egypt 
alone should bear the expenses of the irrigation department, and Sudan 
would be exempted of any cost because it had no control over the 
irrigation works. 

Egyptian protagonists of the unity of the Nile valley concluded that in 
the early phases of the condominium rule, British engineers as well as 
policymakers recognized the unity of the Nile valley.^® 

Although the agreement of May 1929 safeguarded Egypt’s vital inter¬ 
ests and placed it in a hegemonic position regarding the Nile water 
regime, and Prime Minister Muhammad Mahmud could congratulate 
himself for such an achievement, the opposition parties, particularly the 
Wafd, voiced criticism. The party’s newspaper al-Balagh published on 
18 May a critical article concerning the water agreement. The prime 
minister, it was stated, who acted as a dictator, dissolved parliament so 
that there would be no debate among the people’s representatives on his 
policies.The Wafd’s criticism of the non-democratic nature of Mah¬ 
mud’s government may be based on solid ground, yet the agreement was 
favorable for Egypt; moreover, it improved Anglo-Egyptian relations at 
least for the next few years. 

Prime Minister Mahmud responded to the opposition critics, arguing 
that the agreement was in Egypt’s favor: 

I, as an Egyptian, believe that the agreement on the waters of the Nile fully 
and completely safeguards Egypt’s rights. Had I had the slightest fear that 
this agreement would deprive Egypt of any right she has hitherto enjoyed, or 
prejudice any just claim she may make in future, I would not have signed it. 
I have consulted engineers of the highest standing, technically and otherwise, 
and I am convinced that the agreement embodies the Egyptian point of view in 
regard to the waters of the Nile.^® 
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The Wafd’s opposition to the 1929 agreement received tail wind from 
Britain’s rival - the USSR. Indeed, the Sudan question attracted the 
attention of the newly emerging Soviet power already in the early 1920s. 
In 1919 the International Communist Organization (Comintern) was 
formed to advance the global social revolution - the Nile valley was not 
excluded. By 1922 the Comintern favored the unification of Egypt and 
Sudan because the latter “was a continuation of and supplement to Egypt 
and therefore should politically be a part of the latter. The Comintern 
closely monitored the political crisis within Egypt following the downfall 
of the Wafd in mid-1928 and the formation of the Mahmud government. 
British imperialism was held responsible for the decision of Mahmud’s 
government on 19 July to dissolve parliament and to abrogate the consti¬ 
tutional rights for three years. 

The Comintern experts reasoned that these measures were taken due 
to the resistance of parliament, dominated by the Wafd, to Britain’s 
grand irrigation project. According to the British plan, the course of the 
Nile would be regulated from its very sources. The British planned to 
construct a reservoir in Jabal al-Awliya’, situated on Sudanese territory, 
that would hold some 10,000 million cubic meters of water. The reser¬ 
voir, it was explained, would give the British the possibility to reduce the 
water supply to Egypt and to enlarge the area of cotton plantations in 
Sudan. To discredit the Wafd and to win public support, Mahmud’s 
government propagated among the fellahin that the project would serve 
their interests, providing them with more water and extending the area of 
cultivated land.^° The Comintern justified the Wafd’s stand against the 
project and its proposal to raise the Aswan Dam, instead. Such a move, 
the Soviet experts asserted, would provide a smaller increase in the 
water supply, but had the advantage of being on Egyptian territory. Thus 
the Egyptians would not be dependent on British goodwill, reasoned 
these experts. In its campaign to advance the project, noted critically the 
Comintern experts, Mahmud’s government based its support for the 
option of Jabal al-Awliya’ on the conclusions of the International Tech¬ 
nical Commission (consisting of three members: a British, an American, 
and a Swiss). After “a hasty investigation,” the commission found that 
raising the Aswan Dam “must be rejected because the proposed projects 
are all unsuitable. 

Mahmud, stated the Comintern, made it clear that his government 
would regard “agitation against its irrigation plans as high treason.” 
According to the Comintern Britain was also displeased with the 
ongoing debate in parliament throughout 1928 on the need to limit the 
privileges of foreign subjects based on the Capitulation arrangements. 
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The Comintern discussed in detail the Wafd’s campaign to restore 
democracy and parliamentary life in the country.^^ 

Contrary to the negative assessments of the Comintern and the Egyp¬ 
tian Communist Party at the time, a critical review, in retrospect, of the 
1929 treaty by independent scholars supports Mahmud’s satisfaction 
with its results. Egypt, argued Mwangi Kimenyi and John Mukum, was 
granted “virtually unlimited control over the Nile - Egypt claimed the 
entire timely flow of the river - and actually limited the ability of Sudan to 
access the waters of the Nile.” The 1929 treaty, they emphasized, gave 
Egypt two crucial vantage points: first, it had the right to “monitor Nile- 
related activities by upstream riparian states to make certain that they did 
not negatively affect availability of water to Egypt’s agricultural projects’’^ 
second, Egypt was allowed to “veto any construction projects by other 
riparians considered harmful” to its interests in the Nile. The agreement 
allocated Egypt 48 billion cubic meters per year out of the estimated 
total of 84 billion, whereas Sudan was given only 4 billion cubic meters; 
the remaining 32 billion were left for “possible allocation between the 
upstream riparian states. 

Rafi‘i, who was a member of the opposition party al-Hizb al-Watani, 
presented an ambiguous approach with regard to the agreement. On the 
one hand, he depicted its benefits for Egypt, which were the following: 

1. The inspector general of the Egyptian department of irrigation in 
Sudan or his assistants would be allowed to cooperate with the engin¬ 
eer of the Sennar Dam so that the Egyptian government would be 
able to verify that the water distribution was done in line with the 
agreement. 

2. All irrigation actions along the Nile should be subject to Egyptian 
consent. In any case, Egypt’s water quota and interests would not be 
harmed. 

3. The Egyptian government would be granted the required assistance to 
undertake hydrological studies of Sudan’s Nile. 

4. Should the Egyptian government decide to perform operations on the 
Nile and its tributaries in the Sudan area or to increase the water 
quota in Egypt’s favor, it should first and foremost come to terms with 
the local authorities. However, the inspection, management, and 
protection of such operations would be carried out by the Egyptian 
government only. 

5. The British government recognized Egypt’s natural and historical 
rights to the Nile water and deemed the safeguard of these rights a 
major principle of its policy. 
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On the other hand, like al-Balagh before, Rafi‘i disputed Mahmud’s 
right to sign such an agreement after he abolished the constitution and 
therefore had no authority to represent the nation as a negotiator with 
other governments, “let alone when it is related to key issues such as the 
unity between Egypt and the Sudan.” This agreement, Rafi‘i went on, 
established, as a matter of fact, the general principle of the British policy: 
an economic separation between Egypt and Sudan. Eor Egypt, he stated, 
Egypt’s and Sudan’s economies were inseparable. Like Ammar before, 
Rafi‘i believed that the management of irrigation activities along the Nile 
in both Egypt and Sudan should continue to be governed by the Egyptian 
ministry of public works. Following the assassination of Lee Stack in 
1924, the British exploited the situation to introduce changes into the 
policy regarding the Nile water. Among other changes, the management 
of the irrigation in Sudan was removed from the responsibility of the 
Egyptian minister of public works, by the establishment of a separate 
Sudanese office to deal with the matter. The British also took over the 
management of the Sennar Dam and the Jazira irrigation in Sudan. 

After Egypt abrogated in 1951 unilaterally the 1936 treaty with Britain, 
it launched an international campaign to justify its move as well as the 
vitality of the Nile as the sole life spring for both parts of the Nile valley - 
Egypt and Sudan. A pamphlet, entitled The Egyptian Question 1882-1951, 
distributed in the United States by the Egyptian embassy in December 
1951, emphasized that whoever controlled the water of the Upper Nile 
could easily control Egypt. Britain, it was stressed, was currently the 
dominant power in Sudan, and Egypt’s existence therefore depended on 
its goodwill. Egypt’s dependence on the Nile for its economic well-being 
had not lessened since the Pharaonic times. Agricultural production relied 
on an elaborate system of irrigation, utilizing the water of the river, a 
practice that had been refined through the centuries. The Egyptian gov¬ 
ernment argued that should “the course of the Nile be diverted or damage 
occur to the dams and reservoirs built by the Egyptians along the 4,100 
mile long river, Egypt would be drought-ridden or ravaged by floods. The 
Nile flows through Sudanese territory for more than 2,100 miles, from the 
heart of Africa to the present southern Egyptian border.”^® Britain took 
pains to legalize its occupation of both Egypt and Sudan by compelling the 
former to sign the 1899 agreements. Under the pretext of a joint Anglo- 
Egyptian administration in Sudan, the British tried to effect a physical 
separation of Sudan from Egypt by establishing its southern border along 
the 22nd parallel. As an occupied country, Egypt could not object to the 
British terms or the legality of the agreements. Consequently, the fate of 
the whole Nile valley was, indeed, in British hands. 



70 


Egypt’s Claims for the Unity of the Nile Valley 


Irrigation, Agrarian, and Labor Concerns: 

A Marxist Viewpoint 

As we have seen, the geographical factor featured prominently in Egypt’s 
efforts to unite the Nile valley under its hegemony. The British refuted 
Egypt’s assertions and opted to separate Sudan from Egypt. An instruct¬ 
ive and fascinating external Marxist viewpoint is provided by Comintern 
experts who studied the geographical aspects of the Nile valley in the 
1920s. At the time, the Egyptian Communist Party (ECP) was a member 
of the Comintern and provided the latter with factual data about the 
social, economic, and political situation in Egypt and Sudan. As the 
Egyptian branch of the Comintern, the ECP was totally bound to its 
patronage including ideological and operative directions.^® 

Comintern theoreticians analyzed the data and prepared extensive 
reports and guidelines for action for the Egyptian communists. These 
theoreticians also viewed the British and Egyptian struggle over Sudan 
from the perspective of water control. Special emphasis was given to the 
geopolitical aspect of that rivalry. They determined that the two main 
goals pursued by the British in Sudan were political. Eor one, they 
wanted to secure an overland communication line between South Africa, 
India, and the Far East “without having to go via the Suez Canal. 
Secondly, controlling the Sudan guaranteed control over the Nile - 
a strategic advantage that could leave Egypt helpless by cutting the 
Upper and Lower Nile off from its tributaries which are controlled by 
the Sudan. 

British imperialism was the Soviets’ main target at the time. In line 
with the Marxist doctrine, the Comintern could not ignore the economic 
factor. British imperialism regarded Sudan as an extensive agrarian res¬ 
ervoir that could supply its markets with raw cotton (even better than 
Egypt), minerals, and agricultural products, and “as a promising market 
for the disposal of British manufactures, as a sphere for capital invest¬ 
ment and the construction of irrigation works, railroads etc.”^° As long as 
Sudan, a “colony of a colony,” to employ the Soviet phrase, was con¬ 
trolled by British capitalists, Egypt would be in danger and 

the millions of peasants and workers under the constant menace of death and 
starvation ... As long as the Sudan serves as a connecting link between the 
two parts of the British Empire, the cutting off of the latter from the Suez 
Canal will only render difficult but not destroy the vital direct connection 
between the “nape” and the “backbone,” the home country and the colonies. 
The deprivation of the Sudan would also interfere with Britain’s grand plan, the 
political part of which has already been realized, of uniting with a steel chain of 
railroads, the whole of the East and South Africa with the Near East from Cape 
Town to Cairo and Bagdad.^^ 
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At that stage both the ECP and the Comintern accepted the prevailing 
Egyptian geographic paradigm of the unity of the Nile valley, that is, 
Sudan constitutes the southern flank of Egypt. Sudan, it was noted, was a 
natural continuation of and supplement to Egypt and should therefore be 
a political part of the latter. It should belong to Egypt because “the 
working classes of revolutionary Egypt” would be able to support reliably 
the toilers of Sudan “as the weaker, defenseless and the as yet quite un¬ 
awakened class.” A geographically united Egypt-Sudan could become 
economically successful, if the British allowed the development of the 
coal, which Sudan was blessed with, and let the countries of the Nile 
valley develop their cotton industry independently. Economically, the 
Comintern and the ECP perceived Egypt and Sudan as Siamese twins 
that could not be separated. Moreover, they wanted to see British 
imperialism away from the Nile valley, and they wanted the two countries 
to go through a social revolutionary process, which would subsequently 
link them with international communism. 

Comintern theoreticians emphasized that there was no logical correl¬ 
ation between the size of the populations of Egypt and Sudan and the 
size of the territory held by each one of them - the latter suffered 
from underpopulation, whereas the former from overpopulation. Conse¬ 
quently, Egypt was unable to feed its inhabitants, even if the land were 
divided more equally. The Comintern appreciated that a mass Egyptian 
emigration to Sudan would solve many of the problems. The Egyptians 
could help their Sudanese compatriots in developing their agriculture 
and industry. However, reasoned the Comintern, such a move would not 
serve the interests of British imperialism and the Egyptian bourgeoisie 
and landlords because “the emigration of workers from Egypt would 
reduce the reserve army of labor in Egypt” - affecting the exploiters, 
who benefited from the present situation. 

By late 1924 the Comintern continued to argue that Sudan was more 
significant for the British for its geographical advantages rather than its 
economic importance. “Together with the former German possession of 
East Africa, the Sudan forms the connecting link between the South 
African Union and India. The position of the Sudan at the entrance to 
the Red Sea is also of importance. The railways cover a distance of 2,400 
kilometers and the telegraph lines 7,000.” The possession of Sudan, 
asserted the Comintern, was a “life and death question” for Egypt, 
because the fertility of Egypt completely depended on the regulation of 
the overflow of the Nile, whose upper course was placed in Sudan. 

The Comintern consistently emphasized the class division in Egypt, 
which was based on blatant grievances - a tiny group of wealthy landlords 
possessed the greatest part of the agricultural land. The Comintern’s 
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analysts asserted that the Egyptian class division manifested itself politic¬ 
ally. They argued that the small group of big landowners, who gained 
from the British investment in Egypt, and the big merchants, who had 
British connections, were the strongest supporters of British imperial¬ 
ism.The ECP was instructed to cooperate in the anti-imperialist 
struggle with “petty-bourgeois groups, and particularly the students, 
who have a strong nationalist tradition, as well as with the foreign 
(non-British) population that includes numerous small shopkeepers 
etc. in the large towns.” The ideological foundation for such cooperation 
should be “a struggle against a common enemy,” which was the enemy of 
both Egypt and Sudan. 

The Comintern thoroughly studied Egypt’s agrarian issues, and lots of 
research was done on this subject in the late 1920s. The land issue was 
related in Egypt with the water problem, and because the British con¬ 
trolled the water sources in Sudan, Sudan became the core of the Anglo- 
Egyptian dispute. The ECP was required to cooperate with the Sudanese 
popular classes, who were enslaved like the Egyptian people by common 
enemies: British imperialism and the Egyptian bourgeoisie. The latter 
wished to unite Egypt and Sudan in pursuit of its own economic and 
political interests. The ECP should emphasize the right of the two 
peoples to independence, which could be achieved only if they con¬ 
ducted a joint struggle against imperialism."'^^ That is, at that stage the 
Comintern drew a distinction between the Egyptian bourgeoisie, who 
wished to unite the Nile valley for economic exploitation of both the 
Egyptian and the Sudanese working classes, and the progressive forces 
led by the communists, who wished to liberate the Nile valley from the 
yoke of domestic bourgeoisie and feudalists, who allied themselves with 
British imperialism. As we shall see, the Marxist theoreticians analyzed 
convincingly Egypt’s social and economic clefts and asymmetric polarity, 
yet they failed to see the anti-imperialist sentiments and desires of all 
Egyptians across the entire political spectrum, who sought the liberation 
of the Nile valley in its entirety and subsequently its unification under the 
Egyptian crown. In this regard, there was no difference between the 
upper and the lower classes. 


Why Was Unification Economically Inevitable? 

Economic concerns were another vital component in the unity of the 
Nile valley paradigm. Egyptians of all political stripes referred to it in 
their writings. For instance, ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi‘i advocated enthu¬ 
siastically that the Egyptian authorities should turn Egypt and Sudan into 
a single economic unit. The unity of the Nile valley was not only based on 
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geographic or political factors, but also on an economic foundation 
essential for both Egypt and Sudan. The first pillar of economic unifica¬ 
tion was the exchange trade between the two countries, which was small 
because of inappropriate routes of transportation and little interest 
shown by the government and economic institutions. Rafi‘i explained, 
furthermore, that the main reason for the low volume of the exchange 
trade was due to obstacles placed by the imperialist administration in 
Sudan, that is, the Sudan government.^® 

The British imperialist policy, blamed Rafi‘i, did everything possible to 
sabotage economic unification by placing obstructions along traffic arter¬ 
ies and preventing access to railroads that could ease transportation of 
merchandises between the two countries. It founded Port Sudan to 
divert Sudanese goods, thus creating independent Sudanese waterways. 
Up to 1948 the Egyptian government avoided, due to imperialist pres¬ 
sure, extending the railways from Egypt to Sudan despite the fact that the 
distance between the very end of the Egyptian railways in Aswan and the 
northern starting point of the Sudanese railways did not exceed 300 ki. 
Moreover, the ships traveling on the Nile from Aswan and the Haifa 
valley belonged to the imperialist administration despite the fact that they 
traveled along undisputed Egyptian territory. The separation of the 
customs mechanism weakened the barter between the two countries, 
and Egyptian goods were rejected (in contravention of clause 7 of the 
January 1899 treaty), whereas foreign goods were treated favorably."*^ 
When World War II broke out, argued Rafi‘i, the Sudan government 
imposed restrictions on the export of Sudanese crops to Egypt and thus 
harmed the interests of the two countries. It granted an export franchise 
to a British company that purchased these crops cheaply and sold them 
for double price in Egypt. The economic unification between Egypt and 
Sudan required the extension of the railways between them, the estab¬ 
lishment of a single customs mechanism, free barter, and the removal of 
restrictions imposed by Britain, which prevented such imperative trade. 
It was only on 19 April 1946 that the Egyptian authorities convened the 
“first economic conference” in Egypt to discuss comprehensively the 
economic relations between Egypt and Sudan. Although politically Rafi‘i 
opposed Sidqi’s government, he pointed at several essential decisions 
that were made and could help realize economic unification: 

1. The unity of the Nile valley after British evacuation, enabling direc¬ 
tion of the national economy (al-iqtisad al-qawmi) in the two parts of 
the valley. 

2. Free commercial relations and the removal of all existing customs 
restrictions and barriers. 
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3. The amalgamation of Egyptian and Sudanese customs on the basis of 
the exchange of goods and currency, while safeguarding the purchas¬ 
ing power of the Sudanese inhabitants to consume Egyptian products 
in the Sudan markets. 

4. Stimulation of the Sudanese agriculture by sharing Egyptian know¬ 
ledge, experience, labor force, and money. The two countries should 
establish Egyptian-Sudanese agricultural firms that would take upon 
themselves to improve land and prepare it for sowing. Egypt and 
Sudan complemented each other and could not allow themselves to 
disregard each other. 

5. Coordination of the two countries’ production policies in a way that 
would produce products essential to each other. Also, new industries 
should be developed in Sudan to elevate the standard of living of the 
Sudanese people. 

6. The building of roads and other infrastructures to improve transpor¬ 
tation between the two parts of the valley, including airlines to con¬ 
nect between Sudanese and Egyptian cities, thus shortening the travel 
time for businesspeople and other passengers. 

7. The establishment of Egyptian banks and financial institutions in 
Sudan to assist a variety of Sudanese developing projects. 

8. Encouraging the exchange of scientific delegations to discuss the 
development of education, industry, and commerce. 

The interrelation between economy and migration in the Nile valley 
was one of the main subjects to be discussed during the inter-Arab 
engineers’ conference held at Fu’ad I University in Cairo in 1946.^' 
The key message was that the Nile valley was indivisible and its people 
should stick to it even if it meant great sacrifices for the next generations. 
Jawdat al-Sayyid, the secretary of the standing committee, ridiculed the 
British assertion that Egypt desired to rule Sudan to enslave its people. 
The British promised the Sudanese no less than heaven, yet they solely 
saw Sudan in terms of their strategic imperial interests. The British 
policymakers should study thoroughly the present state of Egypt’s soci¬ 
ety, especially the miserable standard of living of the vast majority of its 
population - the fellahin. Egypt was the most crowded place in the world; 
“it is more suitable for dogs to live in such density,” asserted exagger¬ 
atedly Sayyid.^^ 

Sayyid portrayed a gloomy picture of the welfare conditions in Cairo: 
one of the largest cities in the world, with a high poverty rate, poor 
nutrition, and poor health services. The only way to solve these prob¬ 
lems, he proposed, was to allow emigration to Sudan. Sudan was the 
safety valve for rescuing Egyptians from poverty. However, against this 
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logic, Britain was constantly preventing “our natural right” to immigrate 
to Sudan, which shares with us the Nile, language, geography, and 
religion. The Sudanese were lacking man power to cultivate their huge 
agricultural areas, and therefore Egyptian immigration was essential. 
Sayyid refuted the British paradigm that Sudan’s sovereignty could not 
be handed over without Sudanese consent. Egypt, stressed Sayyid, did 
not seek sovereignty over Sudan, but the amalgamation of the two 
countries into one state. The Sudanese living in Egypt and Egyptians 
living in Sudan, he spelled out, would have the same rights and duties, 
and one government and king. Full cooperation and integration of the 
peoples of the Nile valley were the guarantee for prosperity and growth. 
Britain had not yet shown any gratitude to its Egyptian ally, “who 
supported her to beat her enemies” during the war.^^ 

The liberal newspaper Ruz a/-T m^m/ blamed the British Sudan govern¬ 
ment for placing obstacles to sabotage Egypt’s efforts to develop and 
advance the infrastructures linking the northern and southern parts of the 
Nile valley as an essential means for the development of economic ties 
between Egypt and Sudan. The British and their yes-men in Sudan, 
asserted Ruz al-Yusuf, with their policy of separation, took pains to 
weaken commercial ties by establishing alternative trade routes for 
Sudan, such as ports along the Red Sea. They created their own monop¬ 
oly on waterborne commerce along the Nile by prohibiting Egyptian 
vessels from sailing southward.In his attempts to break the British 
blockade, wrote Ruz al-Yusuf, Prime Minister Nuqrashi instructed the 
transportation ministry to plan the extension of the Egyptian railways to 
connect it to the Sudanese ones. The technical schemes that were pre¬ 
pared offered solutions to geographical and natural obstructions, but the 
Sudan government set political obstacles. Ruz a/-Y m5m/ remonstrated that 
the 1899 treaty stipulated that the Sudan government would not have the 
authority to object to such projects, especially when the Egyptian gov¬ 
ernment would pay the costs. Legally, the Sudan government was to be 
under the supervision and inspection of the Egyptian government, and 
therefore it had no right to object to the railways project.^^ 

The British were sabotaging the unity of the Nile valley, wrote al- 
Balagh, because British imperialism was driven by multifaceted interests, 
including the economic imperialism of one strong nation exploiting other 
weaker nations. By being the dominant power in the Nile valley, the 
British controlled and exploited ruthlessly all the natural resources and 
means of production of the people of that region. They laid their hands 
on the cotton that was the valley’s main crop and delivered it to their 
motherland, where they utilized it in their large and modern textile 
industry, which was lacking enough raw materials - cotton - to produce 
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an enormous amount of various apparels for local and international 
markets. The textile industry constituted a significant component of 
the British economy, and millions of Britons benefited from it. Thus it 
was clear why Britain refused to evacuate the Nile valley.^® 

In late 1951 the Egyptian government blamed the British for the lack of 
agricultural and subsequent economic development and prosperity in 
Sudan. It must be noted, it was stated in an official Egyptian pamphlet, 
that Sudan was sparsely populated, while Egypt was overpopulated. 
“Should the present obstacles preventing the economic cooperation 
between the two sections of the Nile Valley be removed, the Egyptian 
farmer, whose ingenuity and frugality are world-renowned, would be 
able to obviate in a considerable degree the existing deficiency in farming 
experience in the Sudan. 

In the very early 1950s, the Egyptian government announced its ambi¬ 
tious economic plans for the Nile valley. The goal was clear: only Egypt 
could advance the economic welfare of Sudan, because the economies of 
Egypt and Sudan complemented each other. Since both were largely 
based on agriculture and utterly dependent on the planned use of the 
Nile water and on water storage during the flood season, the two coun¬ 
tries, it was emphasized, shared a common interest - the reclamation of 
desert land - and therefore 

a perennial system of irrigation in Egypt intensified the necessity for construction 
projects to regulate the flow of the Nile. Some such projects exist today; others 
must be envisaged for the future. The Merowe Dam at the fourth Cataract 
outside the present boundaries of Egypt is now under construction by the 
Egyptian government, and is expected to be finished next year, 1952. It will 
cost Egypt $60,000,000. Both the Sudan and Egypt will benefit greatly by it. An 
agreement concerning Owens Reservoir at Owens Falls in Uganda is already 
signed. Uganda, the Sudan and Egypt will all benefit greatly by it, Uganda by 
generated electricity, and the Nile Valley by the water. New dams and new 
reservoirs will be as beneficial to the Sudan as to other parts of Egypt. 

A fair distribution of Nile water is the common interest of all the 
peoples in the Nile valley. To demonstrate the indispensability of the 
Nile water to Egypt, Egyptian officials relied on statements made by 
British functionaries such as Sir Scott Moncrieff (1855-1924), the 
famous British engineer, who stated that a hostile power on the Upper 
Nile could “at will either parch or inundate Egypt.” Similar words were 
uttered by British Admiral Sir Reginald Portal (1894-1983), who said 
that “he who holds the Upper Nile, could dispose of Egypt as he likes and 
even destroy her.” For the Egyptian government the unity of the Nile 
valley was far from being a slogan for propaganda purposes; it was rather 
“Nature’s own behest.”^® 
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The Egyptian stand on Sudan, as presented so far, may fall in line with 
what Hans Morgenthau defined as three systems of imperialism: first, 
military imperialism that aims at gaining military occupation - indeed, 
Egypt occupied Sudan twice militarily in the nineteenth century (the 
second time by a joint occupation with British imperialism); second, 
economic imperialism, in which one strong nation exploits other weaker 
nations - this was indeed the Egyptian long-term goal as described above; 
and third, cultural imperialism, which aims at the replacement of one 
culture by another.Edward Said agreed that the “main battle in imperi¬ 
alism is over land,” yet he also emphasized the strong bonds between 
culture and imperialism - “the power to narrate, or block other narratives 
from forming and emerging.”®^ Elements of cultural imperialism are 
clearly discernible in the following discussion. However, Egyptian imperi¬ 
alist aspirations in Sudan were mainly political and economic; as Benja¬ 
min Cohen put it, “any relationship of effective domination or control, 
political or economic, direct or indirect, of one nation over another.”®^ 


The Ethnographic Bases 

Eor Egyptian intellectuals, their analysis of the unity of the Nile valley did 
not only encompass historical and material factors, but also placed great 
emphasis on the ethnographic links between Egyptians and Sudanese. 
Unlike the eminent German sociologist Max Weber, who maintained 
that an ethnic group is not “a spontaneously developed community, or a 
group with specific geographical location, but a group of people who 
believe they have ancestors in common from the past,”®^ Egyptian 
scholars conversely argued that geography and ethnography were inex¬ 
tricably linked in the Nile valley. The geographic homogeneity of the Nile 
valley, comprising mainly vast flat lands, facilitated the rapid diffusion 
and constant intermingling of the peoples along the Nile throughout 
the centuries: 

The first waves which invaded and settled in most of the parts of the Nile Valley 
consisted of shepherds whose movements were unhindered by natural obstacles. 
This was also the case of the last Muslim invaders who arrived in Egypt with the 
Arab conquerors and later moved southward and finally reached the Sudan, 
where favorable pastoral conditions existed not different from those prevailing 
in the Arab peninsula from which the new invaders’ ancestors originally came. 
That some of these pastoral elements have definitely settled along the banks of the 
Nile and adopted sedentary agricultural life, does not alter the fact that they do 
not differ from other neighboring groups who have continued to pursue their 
pastoral and nomadic life. This is but the natural outcome of the evolution and 
trend towards a more civilized life.®^ 
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Egyptian scholars argued that as time elapsed, the ethnographic com¬ 
position of the Nile valley began to visibly change, as different groups 
dispersed to both the north and the south: 

Whether we study the colour of the skin, the shape of the nose, or the hair 
formation, this fact will remain valid, as it is impossible to find a brusque and 
unexpected change in any of these characteristics while crossing from one area to 
another. Consequently the demarcation line that is drawn by certain writers 
between what they call Negroid Africa and Caucasian Africa ... and dividing 
the Sudan into two, the Caucasian North and the Negroid South, must not be 
given an exaggerated scientific importance but it must be looked at as an attempt 
to simplify matters for public minds.®® 

The Egyptian scholars argued that British motivations in Sudan were 
exploitative, built to undermine the unity of the Nile valley by playing up 
the racial and ethnic divisions as a divisive factor.®® They argued that by 
utilizing ethnographic analysis, based on the following principles, they 
could disprove the British view on the racial division of the peoples of the 
Nile valley: 

1. Racial unity does not mean either complete uniformity of morpho¬ 
logical characteristics or thorough fusion of physical peculiarities. 
Purity of race is a myth, with no basis in biology or in human history. 

2. The racial boundaries indicated on ethnographic maps are hypothet¬ 
ical and general. Racial regions overlap each other, and there are 
transitional zones of mixed elements and heterogeneous populations. 

3. The term race is absolutely misused by politicians, who are more 
concerned with cultural than with morphological facts. Nationalists, 
everywhere, have always been under the influence of linguistic and 
historical considerations. 

4. The existence of ethnic minorities, peculiar in their cultural and 
physical characteristics - within particular nationalities - is a well- 
known fact to students of political geography.®^ 

In their efforts to unearth the racial origins of the Egyptians and 
Sudanese, the Egyptian scholars focused their argument on the fact that 
the “purity of race” was groundless. In actuality, their starting point for 
much of the ethnographic analysis of the Egyptian and Sudanese peoples 
centered on their perceived shared origins as members of the Hamitic 
race. Ironically, while the scholars sought to dismiss the concept of the 
“purity of race,” they ended up adopting it as a central trope of their 
argument on the unity of the Nile valley. They claimed that scientiflc 
factors showed that “Hamitic elements,” whose ancestry was rooted in 
southwest Arabia or somewhere near the Persian Gulf, migrated in 
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various historical stages. The Egyptian scholars contended that the 
Sudanese people shared a common ancestry with their Egyptian brethren 
since ancient times, proven, they noted, by the archeological and anthro¬ 
pological discoveries made by a Nubian expedition.®® 

However, in their analysis of Sudanese ethnography, they drew a 
distinction between northern and southern Sudan, undermining their 
previous contention of the shared Hamitic origins of both Egyptians 
and Sudanese. According to their analysis, southern Sudan’s close 
proximity to the habitat of black Africans in central and western Africa, 
as well as the lack of geographical obstacles, could not prevent the 
migration of black Africans into Sudan. These were pertinent factors 
that made the Hamitic characteristics less influential in certain parts of 
the country, especially in the south, far less prominent compared to 
Nubia and Egypt.®® 

For the Egyptian scholars, an additional unifying factor contributed to 
the perceived bonds between Egyptians and Sudanese: the shared Arabic 
language and Islamic culture. The Arab invasion of Sudan and the 
eventual control of all of Sudan by the thirteen century established the 
cultural hegemony of the Arab-Islamic culture, with Arabic becoming 
the lingua franca, and Islam becoming the religion of the people.This 
influence was underscored by the Egyptian nationalist Mustafa Kamil, 
who noted the close ties between the Sudanese and Islam, stating that 
“the Muslims of the Sudan are very rigid and fanatical; they would never 
and will never accept that any but Muslims rule them.”^^ 

For Sulayman Huzayyin, it was clear that ancient Egyptian cultural 
and social influences had reached the south and left their marks there - in 
an area here its inhabitants, unlike northern Egyptians, were not exposed 
to constant struggles and external innovations. The social mechanisms of 
the southerners, therefore, remained intact, and ancient customs and 
traditions continued to thrive. There was plenty of evidence to support 
the existence of close relations between Egypt and the upper part of 
the Nile (northern Sudan) in ancient times, as, for example, from the 
period of the “Eastern Hamitic people,” who settled in the remote areas 
between the Upper and the Lower Nile, and the Pharaonic period, when 
Hamitic and Semitic dynasties intermingled in the northern valley 
and from there moved south. Also, elements of material culture, which 
characterized the north, seeped gradually to the south, such as agricul¬ 
tural practices, animal husbandry, and pastures. The northern influence 
also manifested itself in nurturing cultural and spiritual ties, which struck 
roots in the south. These interactions were not one-sided - Egyptian 
ancient and modern music was influenced by southern folklore, which 
had its Hamitic origins. Moreover, parts of the Upper Nile tribes were 
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still using musical instruments similar to those used in Pharaonic Egypt. 
In addition, some Pharaonic religious rituals, such as sun worship, burial 
customs, and mummification, expanded southward, reaching the equa¬ 
tor and the Congo basin. The Nile, along which a unique culture had 
developed, was a wonderful river that linked the pre-historical and the 
present epochs. The social structure and spiritual heritage of the popula¬ 
tion inhabiting the northern part of the valley were most similar to those 
of the southern population. 

Huzayyin found it easier to spot closer historical bonds between north¬ 
ern Sudan and Egypt. This could be explained, he asserted, by the fact 
that the offspring of the ancient Hamitic people still inhabited the eastern 
desert in Sudan and part of the eastern desert in Egypt, and blood and 
family relations between the populations of both areas could be detected. 
Ethnic and cultural Egyptian influences featured prominently in central 
and northern Sudan due to the constant settlement of Egyptians in these 
places throughout history. A monolithic Nile culture uniting south and 
north had become a reality. A social and political unity followed suit 
without southern or northern hegemony, argued Huzayyin. 

With the advent of Islam, Huzayyin continued, a new era opened in 
the cultural and ethnic relations between Egypt and Sudan. Only few 
Arabs immigrated from the Hijaz and the Arabian Peninsula to Sudan via 
the Red Sea. A large number of Arab tribes arrived first in the Sinai 
Peninsula via land and from there headed to Egypt and continued along 
the Nile up to northern Sudan. Their flow southward began only in the 
twelfth century and intensified during the fourteenth century. The waves 
of Arab migrants were to affect the ethnic composition of Sudan. They 
moreover spread Islam, its language, and its culture among Sudanese. 
This was another important factor to unite Egypt and Sudan, but never¬ 
theless not the main one - the “Hamitic blood” had already preceded it. 
Things went wrong under the Mamluks, when Sudan found itself in 
a state of chaos, with tribes dispersed in all directions, and without a 
central government to link all parts of the country and unite them 
culturally and ideologically. This state of affairs continued until Muham¬ 
mad ‘Ali breathed new life into the Nile valley by uniting its two parts. 
The process of the Nile valley’s awakening was interrupted by the 
appearance of British imperialism in the late nineteenth century.^"'^ 

Huzayyin’s analysis of the “Arabization” of Sudan was supported by 
Egyptian scholars active within the establishment. They, too, noted that 
the Arabization had not disposed with the ancient Hamitic influence, 
even in the provinces most influenced by Arabs. Although the Hamitic 
people were the basic ethnic element, common to all the peoples of 
the valley, the Semites, the Egyptian scholars pointed out, had in fact 
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contributed more to the ethnic makeup of the land of the Nile.’^ They 
even went further, suggesting that the Hamites and the Semites were of 
one racial stem, differing but little in morphological characteristics. The 
Arabization of Sudan was mostly felt in the Arabic language and the 
Islamic faith. It had been proven that the process of Arabization in Sudan 
was achieved peacefully, through intermarriage and union, a policy 
followed by Muslims all over the world. 

Ruz al-Yusuf stated confidently that there was a consensus among 
the Arab Muslim inhabitants of the Nile valley that their lofty manners 
and customs distinguished them from other peoples. The Egyptian, 
Sudanese, and Bedouin fellahin were similar in their character, trait, 
nature, dignity, revenge, courage, energy, and sharp wit. They also had 
similar Islamic religious, mourning, marriage, and other ceremonies. 
The ancient Egyptian and Pharaonic influences found expressions in 
these ceremonies experienced by those Sudanese and Bedouins, who 
lived along the banks of the Nile - the magnificent river - the master of 
the ancient Egyptians that still dominated indirectly the life of anyone 
who lived in its proximity. 

Successive waves of Egyptian migrants penetrated Sudan, and no color 
bar prevented the integration of the peoples of the Nile valley, concluded 
the Egyptian scholars. This tendency, they clarified, was reinforced by 
the spread of Egyptian culture and the fact that Arabic became the 
common language spoken by the inhabitants of the Nile valley.’® 

These Egyptian assertions were disputed by Mekki ‘Abbas, a Sudanese 
intellectual who graduated from the Gordon Memorial College (1931) 
and worked in the Education Department of the Sudan government in 
the pre-independence years (until 1946). ‘Abbas predicated categorically 
that Sudan was dissimilar to Egypt as far as the physical and social 
environment was concerned. The dissimilarities between the two coun¬ 
tries were attributable to geographical and ethnic obstacles. The majority 
of the Sudanese Arabs, he argued, were detached from Egypt until the 
condominium period since only then did the means of communication 
develop. Moreover, the Egyptian and the Sudanese “Arabs” were differ¬ 
ent in their ethnic origins. The Egyptian Arab “is a blend of ancient 
Egyptian, Caucasian, Arab, Turk, Georgian, Albanian and many other 
elements,” which settled and integrated within Egyptian society through¬ 
out history. The Sudanese Arab, on the other hand, “is a blend of Arab, 
negro, and some Caucasian elements.” Relying on The Future of Culture 
in Egypt (1938) by the eminent Egyptian intellectual Taha Husayn, 
‘Abbas argued that Egyptians were closer to the “Mediterranean types 
than to the Arabs of the Peninsula, whereas the ordinary Sudanese is 
nearer to the African.”’® 
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Sudanese historian ‘Abdel Rahim concluded that it was not difficult 
to pinpoint “holes” in the Egyptian doctrine of the unity of the Nile 
valley in both its juridical tenet and its Sudanese-Egyptian components 
of “fraternal and cultural links.” As for the latter, the presentation of 
Sudanese and Egyptians “from the Equator to the Delta, as one and 
same people, ethnically as well as culturally” was lacking an authoritative 
foundation and indeed was ridiculed by British commentators and 
spokespeople.®° 

The ethnographic foundation of the unity of the Nile valley as 
presented mainly by Egyptian scholars is the weakest layer in the con¬ 
struction of unification. Racial issues as well as the ethnic origins of the 
Sudanese people, particularly the southerners, are very much disputable. 
These complex issues are beyond the scope of this study. Nevertheless, 
more authoritative studies that dealt with such issues comprehensively 
presented a different picture of the multifaceted components of the 
Sudanese peoples. Eor instance, Stephanie Beswick concluded that 
“the theme of long-distance migrations, either because of bad weather 
conditions such as drought, or raids, wars and devastations, has predom¬ 
inated in Southern Sudanese history for centuries. Hence, the majority of 
South Sudanese today are not indigenous to the region but rather arrived 
only within the last two to four centuries.”®^ In fact, there were nearly 
600 ethnic groups, who spoke more than 400 languages and dialects, as 
Mohamed Fadlalla stated.®^ It is noteworthy that prior to the partition, 
approximately 40 percent of the Sudanese population was Arab, most of 
whom lived in the north.The division of Sudan into two separate 
independent states in July 2011 after years of bloodshed was just a 
natural development. Imperial Sudan was an artificial creation - a prod¬ 
uct of both British and Egyptian imperialisms. To quote Sharkey, “The 
Sudan after 1898 was something of a legal anomaly: a de jure territory of 
two countries. Great Britain and Egypt. Its unusual situation derived 
from a nineteenth-century bout of colonialism which preceded the 
British arrival.”®^ 
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Part II 


The Struggle for Sudan 

Politics, Diplomacy, and Public Discourse 




3 The Sudan Question 

The Eg3rptian Transition from Wartime Lethargy 
to Postwar Overtures and Deeds 


The conclusion of World War I ended Egypt’s formal links with the 
Ottoman Empire. The British protectorate over Egypt, declared shortly 
after the outbreak of World War I, was short lived, as Britain unilaterally 
granted the Egyptians their independence in February 1922, transform¬ 
ing the country into a constitutional monarchy. The Egyptian political 
scene was consolidated into a triangle of political forces: the king, the 
parliament and political parties (notably the Wafd), and the British. The 
privileges the king was granted by the constitution of 1923, coupled with 
the cynical and self-interested methods of divide and rule employed by 
the British, were a pattern for the castration of Egyptian constitutional¬ 
ism and parliamentarism in the interwar period. The Wafd, the people’s 
party, won parliamentary elections with comfortable majorities, yet it was 
not given its legitimate right to rule, and the governments it formed since 
1924 were short-lived following interferences by both the king and the 
British. In the late 1930s, the party faced a major split with the forma¬ 
tion of the Sa’dist Party, which soon became its chief political rival. 
The Sa‘dist Party, mainly under Nuqrashi’s premierships (1945-1946, 
1946-1948), was to play an important role in advancing the Sudan 
question in the postwar years (1945-1949). The debacle of Isma'il Sidqi, 
the unpopular and anti-democratic prime minister (February 1946- 
December 1946), to get political approval for a draft treaty he concluded 
as a replacement to the 1936 treaty with the British left his successor, 
Nuqrashi Pasha, not much room for maneuver with the British. There 
was a bipartisan consensus against the treaty and enormous public pres¬ 
sure to halt negotiations with Britain and to transfer the Anglo-Egyptian 
dispute to the international arena. 

The political changes that swept Egypt in the 1930s had an indelible 
impact on the Egyptian political discourse on the unity of the Nile 
valley. New forces in the Egyptian body politic challenged the traditional 
narrative on the issue of the unity of the Nile valley, placing the issue at 
the forefront of the public discourse. Furthermore, the gradual decline 
in Britain’s international standing in the postwar years (following the 
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appearance of the two new superpowers - the United States and the 
USSR) was to weaken its hegemonic position within Egypt. The post- 
World War II years witnessed a growing influence of the hitherto weakest 
side of the triangle of forces - the legislative and the executive authorities, 
parliament and government. Indeed, the latter 1940s and the early 1950s 
saw the internationalization of the Anglo-Egyptian dispute, as the follow¬ 
ing chapters show. However, as far as the Sudan issue was concerned, it 
would appear that Britain’s stranglehold remained intact. 

The British succeeded in advancing their long-term goal of leading 
Sudan toward self-government and separation from Egypt. Indeed, since 
the late 1930s the British had increased their efforts to develop the 
foundation for Sudanese self-government. Britain’s strategy was based 
on a long-term plan to thwart public and intellectual sentiment in Sudan 
toward political unification with Egypt. To achieve this goal, Britain 
enforced the policy of Sudanization of the bureaucracy and the political 
class, which eventually led to the genesis for self-government and Sudan¬ 
ese nationalism. Thus, in the 1940s, the Sudanese political class evolved 
along two particular lines: one that sought to achieve Sudan’s full polit¬ 
ical and economic independence, represented by the independent Umma 
Party, affiliated with followers of the Mahdi and his son, Sayyid ‘Abd- 
al-Rahman al-Mahdi, leader of al-Ansar (Sufi order). The Umma aimed 
to achieve Sudanese independence through practical and pragmatic 
cooperation with the British. The second line, which advocated for 
political unification under the Egyptian crown, was led by the unionist 
Ashiqqa’ Party, closely linked to the Khatmiyya Sufi order, led by Sayyid 
‘Ali al-Mirghani. ^ 

This chapter depicts and analyzes the major political and diplomatic 
steps taken by Egyptian governments to advance the doctrine of the 
unity of the Nile valley. It also measures and assesses the impact that 
the passionate public discourse had on policymakers in the period 
1939-1947. This period is divided into two segments: the “quiet years” 
of wartime, during which the Sudan question was relegated to a second¬ 
ary place; and the immediate postwar “stormy years,” which wimessed 
the radicalization of the national question from within. Public pressure 
on policymakers to transfer the Anglo-Egyptian dispute to the inter¬ 
national arena yielded fruit, yet the results were not satisfactory. 


The War Years and the Gradual Awakening of 
the Sudan Question 

With the outbreak of World War II, ‘Abd al-Rahman ‘Azzam, then 
Minister of Religious Affairs in ‘Ali Mahir’s cabinet (1939-1940), a 
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nationalist figure, who was also in King Faruq’s inner circle, met with Sir 
Charles H. Bateman, a senior British officer (Counsellor, 1938-1940) in 
Cairo - according to ‘Azzam, the second-in-command {al-rajul al-thani) 
at the British embassy. ‘Azzam opposed a declaration of war against 
Germany without appropriate British compensation at the end of the 
war. In their talks ‘Azzam presented Egypt’s conditions for joining Brit¬ 
ain in its war against Germany: a willingness to fully evacuate all of 
Egypt’s territories as well as the acceptance of Egypt’s claims to the unity 
of the Nile valley under its rule. Britain refused ‘Azzam’s conditions.^ In 
the period 1939-1944, the largest and most popular nationalist party, the 
Wafd, in opposition and in government, held a neutral approach - it 
refused to declare war against Germany and called upon Britain to 
evacuate the Nile valley at the end of the war and to recognize Egypt’s 
sovereignty in the northern and southern regions of the valley.^ 

Under the Wafd government (1942-1944), the Sudan question was 
at first not a central issue on its agenda. Externally, the threat from the 
Axis powers occupied Egypt’s attention until late 1942, and the effects 
of the war raised many internal challenges as well. The German defeat 
and retreat in November 1942 marked a turning point in the battle for 
Egypt, and the Wafd government felt more confident to formulate a new 
foreign policy."^ 

Several significant actions taken by that government made their mark 
on Egypt’s postwar foreign policy. These actions were made possible as 
the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936 granted Egypt a wider scope to 
manage its foreign affairs than before. Eor instance, in March 1943, it 
initiated the process that subsequently led to the formation of the Arab 
League (1945), in which Egypt held the predominant position. In August 
1943, Egypt established diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union, a 
rising world power, relations it hoped to exploit in its struggle for com¬ 
plete national liberation. At the same time, Egypt launched an extensive 
public relations campaign to advance its national interests in Sudan - a 
move that was anathema to the British. They responded vigorously, 
acting through the Sudan government, which was controlled by British 
officials, including the governor-general, with the intention to minimize 
Egypt’s influence over Sudan.^ Britain showed particular interest in the 
held of education, developing and nurturing the Sudanese educational 
system. The goal was to develop and sharpen Sudanese collective iden¬ 
tity and to encourage anti-Egyptian separatist trends. Britain aimed at 
separating Sudan from Egypt.® 

By late 1943, Douglas Newbold, the civil secretary of Sudan, opined 
that with the conclusion of the war Egypt and Britain would be heading 
toward another crisis over Sudan. The Egyptians believed that the Sudan 
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government under the protection of the 1936 treaty had encouraged a 
separatist Sudanese movement unfavorable to Egypt’s interests. There¬ 
fore, Egypt should act swiftly and effectively in order not to lose Sudan. 
Newbold argued that the Sudanese independent self-consciousness had 
been enhanced following their experience in World War II, during which 
they contributed men and material to the British war effort. Their polit¬ 
ical status should be elevated after the war. Neither the continuance of 
the condominium nor Egypt’s idea of the unity of the Nile valley was to 
reign supreme any longer. Britain must be prepared to thwart Egypt’s 
expansionist plans and ideas as expressed by its foremost leaders that 
“the Sudanese and Egyptians are the sons of one nation having equal 
rights and obligations.”^ 

Lord Killearn, the British ambassador to Cairo, agreed with Newbold 
that before Egypt would put forward its claims in Sudan, Britain should 
offer the Sudanese 

a more hopeful prospect than Egypt can do ... We should endeavour to associate 
the Sudanese more and more in the administration of the Sudan and at the same 
time to endeavour to promote Anglo-Sudanese economic development. If in this 
way numerous educated elements are absorbed into administrative and economic 
jobs and they see that they are making a good thing out of the British connection, 
there is less chance that the “yellow carrot” of the Egyptians will prove much of 
an attraction [to the Sudanese].® 

Killearn, however, doubted Newbold’s assessment that the Wafd gov¬ 
ernment had a definite political plan toward Sudan. He surmised that 
under the then existing circumstances, the Wafd government would not 
confront the British over Sudan because “they are afraid of offending 
us at a moment when their continuance in office depends entirely on 
our support.”^ 

Killearn was right. The Wafd government did not put the Sudan issue 
on the front burner. It became a central issue mainly after the war. 
The Nahhas cabinet trod a fine line in its handling of the Sudan issue 
vis-a-vis the British authorities. For instance, on 1 January 1944, Nahhas 
sent a memorandum to the governor-general of Sudan summing up the 
meeting on 11 November 1943, in which the Nahhas cabinet accused 
the governor-general of violating sections of the 1936 treaty relating to 
the joint Anglo-Egyptian administration of Sudan. The memorandum 
presented the cabinet’s demand that the Sudan government rectify these 
violations. Nahhas called upon the Sudan government to allow the 
restoration of the public Friday sermons, which had been suspended 
during the Anglo-Egyptian crisis following the assassination of Sirdar 
Sir Lee Stack in 1924. He also demanded to facilitate the improvement 



The Sudan Question 


93 


of the Islamic educational system in Sudan. According to Nahhas, some 
of the administrative changes and actions carried out by the Sudan 
government made him believe that it intended to divide Sudan into two 
entities - a northern and a southern one. People from the north were 
prevented from entering the southern zone and vice versa: “You 
appointed an advisory Council to the Northern division. At the same 
time you have given extensive authority in administrative and legal 
matters to the Tribal Chiefs [of the south] ... keeping the Southern 
division isolated to be a pasture land for the Christian Missionary 
societies.” Nahhas warned that this might provoke tension between 
Muslims and other religious groups inhabiting the Nile valley. He also 
remonstrated that the Sudan government discriminated against Egyp¬ 
tians in admission to available administrative posts. He stressed that 
all the recent moves were taken without consulting the Egyptian 
government as stipulated in the 1936 treaty. It is noteworthy that 
Nahhas failed to mention in any section of his detailed account Egypt’s 
unequivocal national demand for the unity of the Nile valley under the 
Egyptian crown. 

About three months later, Hubert J. Huddleston, the governor-general 
(1940-1947), replied to Nahhas’s memorandum. His detailed refutation 
of Egypt’s claims and arguments give an indication of the nature of the 
postwar escalation of the Anglo-Egyptian dispute over the Sudan ques¬ 
tion. Huddleston reiterated his commitment to the faithful implementa¬ 
tion of the 1899 and 1936 treaties with Egypt. As far as the restoration 
of the public Friday sermons were concerned, Huddleston stated that it 
was not within the governor-general’s prerogative to issue an official 
order determining the prayers of Muslims in their mosques. He denied 
that any concrete measures had been taken by the Sudan government to 
divide Sudan into northern and southern parts. The existing division of 
Sudan was a result of the “natural, historic and tribal composition of the 
country. The six northern provinces are predominantly Arab in origin 
and culture, and the two southern provinces are inhabited by people akin 
racially to the tribes of central Africa and largely Pagan.Representa¬ 
tives of the southern provinces were not included in the advisory council 
because they had not yet reached the required level of development for 
membership. Huddleston did not rule out the possibility that when they 
were developed enough, the advisory council would be open to them. 
There were Christian missionary societies in southern Sudan already 
before the formation of the condominium, and they were first admitted 
there by the Egyptian government. The Sudan government followed suit, 
and these humanitarian missionaries continued voluntarily with their 
devoted efforts to improve the education and health “of the primitive 
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tribes of Upper Nile and Equatoria Provinces.” Neither Egyptian nor 
northern Sudanese travelers were prohibited from visiting the southern 
provinces or vice versa. Egyptians living in Sudan did not face discrimin¬ 
ation under any circumstances. Great emphasis was placed by the edu¬ 
cation department on the teaching of Arabic in Sudan’s schools because 
“Arabic is the sole vehicle of instruction” in all government schools, and 
efforts were constantly made to raise the Arabic standard of the schools 
in Sudan. The same applied to the improvement of the level of education 
and the teaching of Islam in religious schools. Islamic leaders in Sudan 
were very satisfied with the Sudan government’s efforts to meet with their 
religious requirements. The most respected of them were utterly against 
the involvement of religious institutions in politics and civil disorder.'^ 

Another controversial issue to cast a shadow on the strained relations 
between Killeam and Nahhas was the decision made in late 1944 by both 
the Sudanese ‘Ali al-Barir and the Egyptian authorities to allow the 
former to present his candidacy for a seat in the elections to the Egyptian 
chamber of deputies. This move provoked an angry response by the 
British embassy in Cairo. The British were fuming because Barir pre¬ 
sented himself in his electoral posters, which appeared in Cairo, as a 
Sudanese and a candidate of Sudan in the Egyptian parliament, and the 
Egyptian officials accepted his candidature as such. In a letter to Nahhas, 
Killearn declared this to be a violation of the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 
1936, according to which “the question of sovereignty over the Sudan 
was reserved.” Barir was ineligible to present his candidacy, remon¬ 
strated Killearn, and warned Nahhas that should his government con¬ 
tinue to endorse Barir’s candidature, it would have a severe effect on 
Anglo-Egyptian relations. Nahhas was left with little choice but to with¬ 
draw Barir’s candidature.'"^ This development showed that the devastat¬ 
ing effect of the Abdeen Palace incident of 1942 had not faded away and 
that the British ambassador continued to bully and manipulate the 
Egyptian political scene to his government’s own ends. 

The submission and helplessness of the Egyptian government were 
received angrily by Sudanese and Egyptian students, who took to the 
streets of Cairo. The anti-British sentiment, noted a British report, was 
more bitter than had been experienced for many years. The focus of the 
demonstrations was the Sudan question, and in Giza alone more than a 
thousand students demonstrated, chanting slogans such as “down with 
England and Imperialism.” The intervention of the Egyptian police 
prevented the demonstrators from getting to the British embassy and 
dispersed the demonstrations forcefully. British officials in Cairo held the 
Wafd accountable for this anti-British wave by organizing and subsidiz¬ 
ing the demonstrations. Killearn, who wanted to remind King Earuq 
who the true supreme authority in Egypt was, warned the latter that 
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“his countrymen were playing with fire” and that he would not tole¬ 
rate such actions. The king “must see that the agitation was at once 
stopped,” Killearn warned.Killearn was wrong. The question of 
Sudan was no longer a monopoly of the king and the Egyptian govern¬ 
ment. The Egyptian public, represented by youth, students, workers, 
and ex-parliamentary forces from right and left, took the issue to the 
streets, stressing that they would not tolerate submission to the British.^® 
Months before the end of World War II, Lord Killearn felt confident 
enough to declare that the British interests in Sudan were guaranteed. He 
nevertheless predicted in August 1944 that Anglo-Egyptian relations 
would face great challenges in the immediate postwar period. The focus 
of the dispute would be the Egyptian claims to Sudan and the demand 
for British evacuation of Egypt: 

We are working in closest collaboration with the Wafd who were formerly the 
focus of agitation, but who now depend largely on us for their continued holding 
of power ... there is undoubtedly a considerable volume of discussion in the 
Egjrptian press and among Egyptians of the more politically minded classes about 
the claims which Egypt should put forward at the end of the war. The two claims 
most consistently made are those for the total evacuation of EgjT^t by foreign 
troops and for the increased Egyptian control over the Sudan. 

Lord Killearn had no doubts that Britain would prevail in that dispute: 
“We shall have to resist both of these claims and I do not doubt we will 
do so successfully.”^^ 

Indeed, the British policy toward Sudan was based on the following 
principles: 

1. To maintain its predominant influence in Sudan, a strategically 
important area, by establishing its exclusive political and administra¬ 
tive control; at the same time, to promote and develop Sudanese self- 
government, which “in itself will militate against Egyptian re-entry 
into the Sudan.” 

2. To maintain the present state of affairs of the condominium and reject 
any Egyptian demands to modify the Anglo-Egyptian treaties to 
create favorable conditions for Egyptian penetration. 

3. To drive a wedge between Egyptians and Sudanese by championing 
Sudanese self-government and enhancing their separate national 
identity, so that in the long term, they would favor Britain over Egypt 
as their senior partner: “We do not want Egyptian influence compet¬ 
ing with ours in the Sudan.”'® 

Britain, however, appeared to employ the stick-and-carrot method vis- 
a-vis Egypt as one British Foreign Office official put it. Britain, he noted, 
should not break the rules of the game with Egypt and should avoid 
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provoking or confronting its interests in Sudan: “we should help the 
Egyptian government to maintain the condominium facade by consulting 
them and keeping them informed in formal questions, and we should be 
most careful to avoid giving the impression that we intend to use our 
position in the Sudan to the detriment of Egypt.” If Egypt took extreme 
actions to jeopardize British interests, Britain could use the Nile water as 
a stick “with which to beat the Egyptians” by threatening to withhold it - 
a vital matter as far as Egypt was concerned.^® Killearn suggested that 
such a decisive sanction would be “a sovereign act by His Majesty’s 
Government of a less drastic nature than a resort to war.”^° 

The accession of the Sa‘dist government led by Ahmad Mahir (Octo¬ 
ber 1944-Eebruary 1945) did not yet move the Sudan question to the 
forefront of Anglo-Egyptian relations. However, at the end of World War 
II Egypt witnessed growing anti-British radicalization led by Egyptian 
ex-parliamentary groups both right and left as well as the Wafd, now in 
opposition. A strategy of street politics maneuvered and orchestrated by 
these groups was to influence the evolution of Anglo-Egyptian relations. 
The GGC cell in Cairo participated in this anti-British street campaign. 
The Sudan Magazine (first issued in June 1944) became a vehicle 
through which the Sudan question was presented to the Egyptians. The 
first issues were dedicated to the historical links between Egypt and 
Sudan. The magazine criticized the Sudan government for training the 
Sudanese for self-government and for employing divide-and-rule tactics 
designed to cut off Sudan from Egypt. Egyptians were urged to bring the 
Sudan question to the fore of the political debate. The magazine had a 
circulation of 2,000 copies, which were sold out completely shortly after 
their publication, which meant that it attracted educated Egyptians. 


The Sudan Question Moves to the Fore (1945-1946) 

On 23 September 1945, the Egyptian government approved the state¬ 
ment made by the political advisory committee,^^ according to which 
Egypt should revise the 1936 treaty with the aim of gaining full sover¬ 
eignty over the Nile valley, based on the concept of the unity of the Nile 
valley, after British evacuation.Indeed, in December 1945, Nuqrashi 
Pasha’s government (February 1945-February 1946) approached Britain 
with a request to revise the 1936 treaty. His decision to do so was 
accompanied by an upsurge in protests and public disgruntlement led 
by a wide spectrum of oppositional groups, particularly his main rival, the 
Wafd. The Sudan question featured prominently in the anti-government 
campaign. The brunt of the criticism was directed at the 1936 treaty - the 
mother of all sins - and at its poor implementation. Although the treaty 
stipulated that Sudan would be administered jointly and equally by the 
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two parties to the condominium, in fact Britain exploited its advantage 
as the senior and more powerful partner to grant the British governor- 
general of Sudan absolute authority and power to rule Sudan in line with 
the dictates from London. 

As was noted, the paradigm of the unity of the Nile valley reigned 
supreme in public opinion in monarchial Egypt. The vast majority of the 
Egyptian political spectrum was determined to see a full unity between 
Egypt and Sudan, with a willingness to grant the Sudanese some kind of 
self-government under the Egyptian crown. There was a consensus 
among Egyptians that the true goal of the British was to undermine 
and sabotage the Egyptian nationalist doctrine of unification. The Egyp¬ 
tians were not wrong. Britain did want to prepare the Sudanese people 
for self-government, as a first stage, leading eventually to full independ¬ 
ence and alliance with Britain. The Egyptian desire to revise the 
1936 treaty was intended to achieve both British evacuation from the 
Nile valley in its entirety and unification of Egypt and Sudan.It is 
noteworthy that the issue of treaty revision had already been raised in the 
early stages of World War II, when Egypt made similar demands: British 
evacuation from the Nile valley and the unification of the Nile valley 
under the Egyptian crown. The British viewed these demands as unreal¬ 
istic: “Egypt could not defend itself or the Suez Canal, and the Sudan 
was evolving into an independent state and must be left free to work out 
its own destiny.” Moreover, the British made it clear that revision was 
not a one-way process and that it would also entail British demands for 
modifications. 

In the immediate postwar period, Egypt witnessed an active, at times 
heated, public debate, encompassing the wall-to-wall political spectrum, 
on the national question, with special emphasis on the future of Sudan. 
The national consensus was well summed up by Muhammad Husayn 
Haykal, a seminal and renowned intellectual associated with the Liberal 
Constitutionalist Party. On 4 January 1946, he wrote in the independent 
newspaper al-Ahram: 

Egjrpt - its government and people - expected in the course of the six-year war 
that the end of that war would constitute the opening of a fair Anglo-Egyptian 
relationship. The expectations were that the shackles imposed on Egypt’s 
independence and sovereignty by the 1936 treaty would be removed. All 
Egyptian parties were unanimous that the preliminary action in this direction 
was the full evacuation of British forces from Egyptian land ... [thus] realizing the 
hopes of the inhabitants of the Nile valley - the unity of the Nile valley.^® 

The Wafd, the main opposition party, critically received the content of 
Nuqrashi’s appeal and the British reply to it. It noted the fact that Sudan 
was hardly mentioned except for a vague reference that in the future 
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Egypt would safeguard “the interests and hopes of the Sudanese.” Why 
did Nuqrashi not spell out clearly and resolutely our uncompromising 
demand with regard to the unity of the Nile valley? the Wafd asked. The 
British intention was to separate Sudan from Egypt. The Sudanese 
interests and hopes would be realized only when Egypt and Sudan 
become one nation: “our rights - their rights, our duties - their duties.” 
The government should stand firmly behind this most important nation¬ 
alist demand - “one of our most hallowed rights” - in any future talks 
with the British. The achievement of the unity of the valley would entail 
hard work, and the nation should be prepared for a jihad. 

The request was also severely criticized by the Muslim Brothers. Past 
circumstances had already shown that the 1936 treaty could not consti¬ 
tute a basis for correct and equal relations between the two countries, 
asserted al-lkhwan al-Muslimun. On the contrary, past experience taught 
that the abolition of the treaty was inevitable. The abolition of the League 
of Nations and Egypt’s acceptance of the United Nations Charter emp¬ 
tied the treaty of its international legal content. The government failed to 
present firmly its national demands: full British evacuation of the Nile 
valley in its entirety and the unification of Egypt and Sudan. The gov¬ 
ernment spoke weakly of the Sudanese’s rights as though they were a 
separate entity - “the Sudanese demands and aspirations” - instead of 
clearly and soundly stating that the Egyptian and Sudanese demands 
were one - “full evacuation and complete unification.”^® 

Egypt’s request for the revision of the 1936 treaty was made to the 
newly elected Labour government (1945-1951) led by Clement Attlee, 
who defeated Winston Churchill in the 1945 elections. Attlee and 
Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin emphasized that Britain’s change in 
government would not lead to a revision in its foreign policy outlook. 
However, in practice, the Labour government comprehended the decline 
in Britain’s position internationally following the conclusion of World 
War II and the subsequent appearance of two new global superpowers - 
the United States and the Soviet Union.As far as Egypt and Sudan 
were concerned, Attlee wanted to preserve Britain’s main interests in the 
Nile valley. 

These interests centered on political, strategic, and economic con¬ 
cerns: the Egyptian Suez Canal was the chief sea route to India - the 
jewel in the crown until 1947. The rise in tensions between the West and 
the Soviet Union, leading to the outbreak of the Cold War, underscored 
the strategic importance of the Middle East. Prime Minister Attlee and 
American President Harry S. Truman saw the Middle East and the 
eastern Mediterranean as an important strategic zone in the fight against 
the ascendant Soviet Union and worried about the potential for Soviet 
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control over any of the region’s countries. The most important of the 
Middle Eastern states, from the Western viewpoint, was Egypt, an inte¬ 
gral part of the allied defense effort in both world wars. Geographically 
separated from Europe, Egypt’s position placed it as an integral compon¬ 
ent of the Western defense framework, with the ability to house and 
transport troops with its strategic position along the Suez Canal. Special 
emphasis was placed on safeguarding Western oil interest in the region. 
Economically, Britain intended to continue to exploit its substantial 
advantages as the dominant power in the Nile valley to import cheap 
cotton - Egypt’s main export product - for its textile industry, and to 
market profitably its final textile products to Middle Eastern countries, 
Egypt included. 

Observing the Egyptian political landscape with an upsurge of oppos¬ 
ition to the 1936 treaty, the Attlee government was aware that the status 
quo would be untenable with the Egyptian government. As a result, the 
Attlee government was willing to enter discussions with the Egyptians for 
a revision of the treaty. The British reply was coolly and critically received 
among Egyptian oppositional circles. The British continued with their 
strategy of procrastinations and evasions, declared the Muslim Brothers. 
The British ignored the new international circumstances that nullified 
the foundations of the 1936 treaty. They referred to Sudan as though it 
was a separate issue, thus drawing an artificial distinction between the 
Sudanese and Egyptian cases. The Muslim Brothers held both the Egyp¬ 
tian and the British governments accountable for this appalling state of 
affairs - the former displayed a frail position, whereas the latter continued 
to renounce the national rights of the inhabitants of the Nile valley. The 
Muslim Brothers called the nation (al-umma) to prepare itself for a 
continuous and aggressive jihad. 

At the beginning of 1946, before the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations 
began, Sudanese and Egyptian officials held unofficial talks aimed at 
consolidating a unified position on the unity of the Nile valley. However, 
there remained differences between the Sudanese and the Egyptian 
positions. The Sudanese were nominally in favor of a union with Egypt, 
but also asked for guarantees for eventual self-determination. The Egyp¬ 
tians refuted this position, asserting, that the British would use this 
fissure in the forthcoming talks as a means to spoil the negotiations, a 
tactic that the British eventually used.^^ The official negotiations 
between Egypt and Britain commenced in April 1946. With the arrival 
of the British delegation one month later, led by Lord Stansgate, a draft 
treaty was produced with both Egypt and Britain agreeing “that the 
primary object of their administration in the Sudan is the prepara¬ 
tion of the Sudan for self-government.”^"*^ As soon as the objective for 
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self-government was obtained, “the Sudanese people shall be free to 
decide their future relations with the High Contracting Parties ... In 
the meantime ... the Sudan shall continue to be governed by the terms of 
the agreements of 19th January and 10th July 1899.”^^ Both the British 
and the Egyptians had fundamentally different ideas of how Sudanese 
self-government would look. The British saw Sudanese self-government 
as the next step on Sudan’s eventual road to independence, while the 
Egyptians regarded it as a temporary measure that would eventually lead 
to the unification of Sudan with Egypt under the Egyptian crown. After 
extended negotiations, an agreement between the British and the Egyp¬ 
tians was reached over a new treaty defining Anglo-Egyptian military 
cooperation and underlining the status of Sudan. Britain agreed to 
recognize Egyptian independence, authorizing a full-scale evacuation of 
Egypt within three years. 

The Egyptians were forced to pay a considerable toll: first, they agreed 
to a new framework for Anglo-Egyptian military relations, replacing the 
military clauses of the 1936 treaty, whereby Egypt and Britain would take 
joint military action in the event of a military attack on Egypt or of Britain 
becoming involved in a wider conflagration.^® Second, they would help 
to usher Sudan toward self-government through the larger framework 
of the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. Yet, in the 
negotiations with the British, Sidqi was forced to relinquish much of 
the Egyptian position regarding Sudan and the unity of the Nile valley. 
The Egyptians were forced to accept the 1899 condominium agreement 
with the British and that there could be no change in the Egyptian 
relationship with Sudan without prior consultation with the Sudanese. 
By doing this, Sidqi effectively waived Egypt’s claim for the unity of the 
Nile valley.^^ 

On his return to Egypt following the negotiations, Sidqi paid lip service 
to the Egyptian press, claiming that it had been “decided to achieve unity 
between Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyptian crown.” While the 
British had acknowledged the Egyptian claim over Sudan, Sidqi inten¬ 
tionally obfuscated the fine print in the agreement including the language 
on “self-government,” “future status of the Sudan,” or “the right of the 
Sudanese to choose their own future status.”^® Sidqi’s position was met 
with opposition from across the Egyptian political spectrum, as it soon 
became evident that Egyptian independence would mean relinquishing 
claims on the unity of the Nile valley, with Sidqi’s public statements 
contradicting the terms of his agreement with Bevin and the British 
negotiators.^^ The British recognition of the Egyptian claim over Sudan 
was purely symbolic, as the British spelled out, maintaining the claim for 
the Sudanese right to self-determination.^® This created an inherently 
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paradoxical situation whereby the British wanted to preserve the mirage 
of Egyptian sovereignty over Sudan so that it could be removed, while the 
Egyptians sought to give the Sudanese self-government so that their 
sovereignty over Sudan would no longer be symbolic.^' 

Yunan Labib Rizq and ‘Abd al-Rahman Rafi‘i argued that Sidqi’s 
statement, according to which he brought Sudan to Egypt, had an 
adverse effect in Sudan. It caused resentment within Sudan, which was 
followed by much dissatisfaction. Consequently, anti-unionist groups 
held violent demonstrations in Khartoum. These demonstrations were 
tacitly supported by the Sudan government.^^ Indeed, it would appear 
the people of Sudan had their own view. Eollowing the opening of the 
Anglo-Egyptian talks on the revision of the treaty of 1936, there was a 
Sudanese attempt to establish a unified front of all political parties to 
present their stand on the question of the future of Sudan. 


The Egyptian Debate on the Visit of the 
Sudanese Delegation 

A Sudanese delegation that arrived in early April 1946 in Cairo to 
represent the Sudanese political parties in the opening Anglo-Egyptian 
negotiations issued a statement on 7 April expressing its belief that the 
Egyptian government would support their demands because the two 
countries were struggling for independence from imperialism."^^ The 
delegation was entrusted to present the following demands,^^ upon 
which all the Sudanese agreed: 

1. Britain and Egypt should issue a joint statement in which they recog¬ 
nize the establishment of a democratic Sudanese government, which 
would be free to enter into union with Egypt. 

2. The Sudanese government would, however, be the one to decide the 
type of unity with Egypt. 

3. The content of a future alliance with Britain would be utterly depend¬ 
ent on the type of the Sudanese-Egyptian union. 

The British withdrawal from the Nile valley was to be total - political, 
military, and economic - achieved through the unity of the Sudanese 
and Egyptian peoples in the Nile valley, and against a separate political 
solution for the respective polities. Only after a complete British evacu¬ 
ation would the Egyptians and the Sudanese agree on the “internal 
organization of the Nile valley.” The Sudanese made it clear that any 
future political unification with Egypt would be based on the precondi¬ 
tion of a full and complete withdrawal of Egyptian and British forces 
from their land, and the subsequent formation of an independent and 
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democratic Sudan. The delegation made it clear that a Sudanese precon¬ 
dition for any future unity with Egypt was a complete evacuation of both 
British and Egyptian armies from Sudan, and subsequently the formation 
of an independent and democratic Sudan. 

On 7 April, Isma'il al-Azhari, in his capacity as head of the Sudanese 
delegation for negotiations, submitted a memorandum “on behalf of the 
Sudanese nation” to the British prime minister, demanding to participate 
in the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations, as the representative of the Sudan¬ 
ese delegation (“chosen by all bodies, parties, and sects of the Sudanese 
nation”). The Sudanese nation, noted al-Azhari, relied “on the natural 
right of man to live his own life and to be governed in the way he wishes 
and to determine his future ... neither the British nor the Egyptian 
governments can legitimately deny the realization of this right to the 
Sudanese. 

It is noteworthy that the Egyptian government refused to recognize the 
Sudanese delegation as the sole representative of the Sudanese people. 
The Egyptian government, it was stressed, would represent the views and 
interests of all Sudanese parties and would consult the Sudanese before 
introducing any modification in the status of Sudan. Indeed, al-Ahram 
reported that disagreements on vital issues such as the unity of the Nile 
valley occurred within the Sudanese delegation, after representatives 
of the Umma Party refused to endorse the above-mentioned statement, 
particularly its clause dealing with the unity of the Nile valley. The Umma 
Party, opined al-Ahram, supported Sudanese independence and an alli¬ 
ance with Britain, contrary to the Ashiqqa’Vaxty, led by Isma'il al-Azhari, 
who headed the delegation. The latter was the chief Sudanese advocate 
of the unity of the Nile valley.^® 

The presence of the Sudanese delegation and its demands generated 
a polemic within and between Egyptian political currents and organi¬ 
zations from left to right.^® The independent Ruz al-Yusuf took a 
firm stand vis-a-vis the issue of the Nile valley. Its editor, Ikhsan 'Abd 
al-Quddus, called upon the Sudanese delegation and the Egyptian 
negotiators to stop burying their heads in the sand as an ostrich. The 
British took over Sudan: they fully controlled its government and ignored 
the condominium arrangements by not nominating Egyptians to high 
posts as required. Egyptians were prevented from entering Sudan by 
British official guards and thus could not propagate the urgent need 
for the unity of the Nile valley - the lifeline of both Sudanese and 
Egyptians. There was an Egyptian consensus that the only solution 
for Sudan was the unity of the Nile valley. The British had spread 
deceitful promises that they would advance welfare all over Sudan, 
and Sudanese, for their part, interpreted welfare as independence. 
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For Egyptians welfare meant the establishment of a strong and solid 
state comprising Sudanese and Egyptians. 

Former Army General and Minister of War Salih Harb Pasha, now 
in his capacity as president of the Muslim Youth Associations, took a 
particularly sharp line vis-a-vis the Sudan question. The ongoing Anglo- 
Egyptian negotiation was the last chance for Egyptians to prove to the 
Sudanese that only Egypt could defend their welfare. Any postponement 
of the Sudan question would mean a catastrophe not only for Egypt and 
Sudan, but for the whole Nile valley. Egypt, declared Harb, should unite 
with the Sudanese in demanding British evacuation from the Nile valley 
in its entirety.^* 

An anti-unionist campaign conducted by the Umma Party and separat¬ 
ists in Sudan appeared to constrain Azhari’s ability to maneuver in Cairo. 
The Sudanese paper al-Nil declared that “the unity of the Nile valley is 
an idea that Egyptians would deprive Sudanese from participating in.” 
The newspaper al-Umma remonstrated that “our Egyptian brothers 
believe in their national demands but deny ours ... The Sudan is not 
owned by anyone other than the Sudanese.” Sudan should pursue inde¬ 
pendence, concluded al-Umma.^^ Indeed, substantial disagreements 
between the Umma Party and the Sudanese delegation in Cairo led to 
the latter’s decision to send away al-Umma’s representatives, who refused 
to introduce any changes to the Sudanese demands stated on 7 April. 
The pro-Wafdist paper al-Balagh accused the British of creating the 
Umma Party to sabotage the unity of the Nile valley. It regarded that 
party as a tool in the hands of imperialism.^^ 

In Cairo the Wafd held a warm reception for the Sudanese delegation, 
and its head, Isma'il al-Azhari, was welcomed as the champion of the 
unity of the Nile valley. In a patronizing speech in honor of the delega¬ 
tion, Mustafa al-Nahhas delivered his party’s credo on the issue of unity. 
Stressing historical continuity Nahhas Pasha referred to Sa‘d Zaghlul, 
the legendary Wafdist nationalist hero, who stated that Egypt was strug¬ 
gling for the independence of Egypt and Sudan as a single entity. Zaghlul 
condemned the British imperialist attempts to separate the two parts 
of the valley, telling them: “under no circumstances could the British 
amputate what God intends to preserve. 

While in office, the Wafd governments took pains to strengthen the 
cultural and economic relations between the northern and southern parts 
of the valley. The Wafd’s standpoint on the present and future of Sudan, 
stressed Nahhas, was that Egypt and Sudan 

are one nation, our rights are their rights and our duties are their duties. We are 
one nation that was united by God’s hand on the banks of this splendid valley. 
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The Nile valley is the life spring of the citizens of Egypt and the Sudan. History 
bonded between us from time immemorial. We are linked by race, language, 
religion, customs and traditions. Our natural right is to live in our valley free and 
independent without foreign interference in our affairs ... our natural right to 
self-determination was endorsed by the allies in two world wars. 

Nahhas warned the Sudanese that lack of unification would enable the 
British to advance their imperialist plans: first, to claim that Sudan was 
not ready to exercise its full sovereignty over its territory, and second, to 
use its weakness to establish military bases in strategic locations and thus 
to preserve its rule and subsequently to suspend Sudan’s independence.^® 

Nahhas’s speech was condemned by Prime Minister Isma'il Sidqi. The 
Egyptian government, he declared, made no concession on Sudan, and 
the Anglo-Egyptian negotiations were progressing satisfactorily. Nahhas 
should stick to the facts, and if he was not familiar with them he should 
wait until the end of the talks. 

Beyond the exchange of words of courtesy between the Sudanese 
delegation and its Egyptian hosts, there was apparently a widening gulf 
between the way Egyptians and pro-unionist Sudanese understood the 
concept of the unity of the Nile valley. Wahid Ra’fat, the royal advisor to 
the Egyptian prime minister, pointed out the key disagreements in an 
article he published in al-Ahram. Egyptians, he reasoned, demanded 
an inclusive unity (wahda) based on the following components: one 
nation, one government, one parliament, and one crown. The Sudanese 
unionists on their part wished for a different form of future political 
link - a federation (ittihad) under one crown. The structure and content 
of such political framework, stressed Ra’fat, were not yet spelled out 
by the Sudanese. Do they wish for a symbolic amalgamation with a 
common king, yet with meaningless cooperation similar to what existed 
between Britain and Hanover (1814-1837) when each party managed 
its internal and foreign affairs independently, or a real union, in the 
framework of which the two countries would maintain close links on 
many issues, would have one head of state, and would have a united 
army, joint diplomatic and consular representation, and unity in financial 
affairs, customs, and trade, as was the case with Sweden and Norway 
(1814-1905) and Austria and Hungary (1867-1918)? Alternatively, do 
they wish to follow the U.S. or Swiss federative structures?^® 

According to Ra’fat, the last model was feasible only when the feder¬ 
ation comprised many regions/states, unlike the case of the Nile valley, 
which consisted of two regions - the north and the south, Egypt and 
Sudan. Symbolic union, he ruled, could not exist because it was impos¬ 
sible to disregard the geographic and economic links beyond the ties 
of religion, language, customs, and sentiments between the two parts of 
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the valley. Egyptians and most Sudanese desired to see a form of real 
unification such as the Austro-Hungarian model. They understood that 
nowadays there was no place for small independent countries; forms of 
substantial political unifications were inevitable, remarked Ra’fat. Those 
anti-unionist Sudanese should receive assurances that Egypt had no 
superior, hegemonic, or Machiavellian intentions in relation to Sudan. 
Egypt did not want to swallow Sudan after the British withdrawal - on 
the contrary, Egyptians shared similar nationalist sentiments with their 
Sudanese brothers. Unity would be based on full equality with no parti¬ 
ality between Sudanese and Egyptians. It was senseless to say that Sudan 
was under Egyptian imperialism or vice versa. Unity should not dis¬ 
arrange the division between the northern and southern parts of the 
Nile valley in terms of administrative, local, and regional systems. “Our 
southern brothers should trust us as much as we trust them ... We 
should coordinate our efforts and unite our demands,” concluded Ra’fat. 
He opined that to advance the independence of the Nile valley, both 
Egypt and Sudan should come to terms regarding an agreeable mode of 
unification - a united Egyptian-Sudanese front would weaken the British 
demands over the Nile valley. 

Al-Siyasa made an appeal to the Egyptian press to avoid publishing 
articles stressing disagreements between Egyptians and Sudanese. Only 
“one point of view common to both” should be presented. Egyptians 
should welcome attempts by their Sudanese brothers to establish close 
relations, and should refrain from employing patronizing attitudes 
toward these Sudanese. 

Two articles published in al-Balagh on 6 and 7 April reiterated the 
prevailing Egyptian belief that Sudan and Egypt were inseparable. The 
occupation of Sudan by Muhammad ‘Ali and Egypt’s consequent 
administration of Sudan were never meant to be a mode of colonialism 
but rather an interest in the affairs of Sudan in the same manner as in 
the affairs of Egypt, “because the Sudan is but a part of the Egyptian 
territories. The Egyptian extension to the Sudan was a natural and 
geographical necessity, as well as a necessity to safeguard Egypt from 
encroachments.”®^ Any separation between Sudan and Egypt, declared 
‘Abd al-Majid Nafi, a Wafdist lawyer, would mean “cutting off the 
Nile and separating the soul from the body. Egypt without the Nile 
would become an absolute desert.” Since the assassination of Lee 
Stack in 1924, the British no longer recognized the Nile as an Egyptian 
river, but rather turned it into a Sudanese heritage, “a drink fit for the 
colonizers only.”®^ 

After a prolonged waiting period, the Sudanese delegation met on 
11 May with Sidqi and the Egyptian delegates to the negotiations with 



106 


The Struggle for Sudan 


Britain. In their meeting the Sudanese reiterated their April demands 
stressing that they share with Egypt a common desire to see the full 
British evacuation of the Nile valley, its unification under the Egyptian 
crown, and the formation of a united military and a joint foreign policy. 
However, the Sudanese would manage their internal affairs by means of a 
democratically elected government. Sidqi remarked that the issue of the 
Nile valley was inseparable and that Egypt did not relinquish its commit¬ 
ment to the unity of the Nile valley after its liberation. The Sudanese 
delegation, anxious that Sidqi would strike a deal with Britain that would 
lead to British evacuation of Egypt but not Sudan, was relieved following 
Sidqi’s words.However, several weeks later, Azhari sent a letter to 
Sidqi on behalf of the Sudanese people calling on him to stop the talks 
with the British because the latter were not willing to evacuate the Nile 
valley, and the Sudanese delegation felt that the negotiations were 
doomed to fail and thus would strengthen the British imperialist goals. 
Egypt, urged Azhari, should halt talks at once and declare the abrogation 
of the 1936 treaty. In addition, it should bring its dispute with Britain to 
the UN Security Council and demand its unconditional liberation and 
subsequently its unification under the Egyptian crown. 

On 23 September, Azhari sent a document to the Egyptian negotiating 
team summing up the Sudanese delegation’s stand on the unity of the 
Nile valley and the future of Sudan. First, it called for immediate British 
evacuation and the exercise of Egyptian-Sudanese sovereignty over the 
Nile valley. Second, the State of the Nile Valley should be established 
under the Egyptian crown - a politically united state with a unified army 
under the command of “his Excellency the King of the Nile Valley.” The 
king would then order the formation of a Sudanese government that 
would deal democratically with Sudanese affairs and would be subordin¬ 
ated to the king’s authority. A joint Egyptian-Sudanese committee would 
coordinate and monitor issues related to the northern and southern 
regions - foreign policy, security of borders, etc. In addition, a represen¬ 
tative council would be formed in Sudan to monitor the executive and 
legislative authorities. 

For Azhari and the Sudanese delegation there was only one party 
to be held accountable for the fiasco of the Anglo-Egyptian talks - 
imperialist Britain.®® 


The Aftermath of the Bevin-Sidqi Talks 

The draff treaty was adversely received from within Sidqi’s govern¬ 
ment, and from the opposition, including the Wafd, all of whom opposed 
its ratification.®’ In addition, students, workers, and left-wing political 
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activists, who acted within the National Committee of Students and 
Workers, took to the streets expressing their opposition to the Sidqi 
government’s handling of the negotiations. Upon Sidqi’s return from 
London, the executive committee of the students issued a statement 
saying that “the reasons for which we launched our jihad are still valid; 
the negotiations should be based on an official British proclamation that 
recognizes our natural rights to a full [British] evacuation of the Nile 
valley and its unification [under the Egyptian crown]. The jihad and the 
blood we sacrificed were not intended to topple [Sidqi’s] government but 
to achieve our rights in the Nile valley.”®® 

A more painful blow to Sidqi came from within his own negotiating 
team composed of key political figures such as ‘Ali Mahir, Husain Sirri, 
and ‘Abd al-Fattah Yahya (all three, former prime ministers), as well as 
renowned politicians representing various political currents, including 
Makram ‘Ubayd, Ahmad Lutfi al-Sayyid, ‘Ali al-Shamsi, and Sharif 
Sabri. These seven refused to endorse the Bevin-Sidqi draft and pub¬ 
lished a position paper in al-Ahram setting out their reservations. They 
were particularly concerned about the apparent abandonment of what 
they perceived as a national consensus - British evacuation and the unity 
of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. According to the seven, the 
draft agreement turned the concept of unity from an actual aspiration to 
an abstract concept, as it gave the Sudanese the right to determine their 
political future after a transitional period, during which the 1899 agree¬ 
ment would remain intact as well as some other clauses of the 1936 treaty 
(11, 14, and 16). The draft agreement reinforced the status quo and, 
possibly worse than that, could lead to the separation of Egypt and Sudan 
and thus shatter the Egyptian dream of the unity of the Nile valley. In 
other words, these distinguished Egyptian politicians trusted neither the 
British nor the Sudanese nationalists. For them “the desire to realize the 
unity of the Nile valley holds no expansionist or imperialist intention, but 
rather a wish to fulfill the aspiration of the people who live in the Nile 
valley to a unity engendered by economic, historic, geographic, and 
spiritual bonds. [We see] no contradiction between the Egyptian and 
the Sudanese aspirations to apply self-government in the Sudan; on the 
contrary, such thing may reinforce [the unity].”®® 

Responding to the seven dissenters, Sidqi defended the draft treaty 
and argued that it protected Egypt’s interests and set a practical formula 
for the future of Sudan, which would pave the way to the unity of the Nile 
valley under the Egyptian crown. How and when this formula would be 
materialized remained sketchy. 

The Sudanese political scene remained divided between those who 
endorsed Azhari’s pro-unionist approach and those, particularly the 
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Umma Party, who wished to be freed of both British and Egyptian rule. 
The latter severely condemned Sidqi’s October statement, noting his 
success “in bringing the Sudan to Egypt” and that “it has definitely been 
decided to achieve unity between Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyp¬ 
tian crown.” Before the British made any reference to Sidqi’s statement, 
the Umma Party declared that it would not participate in the British plan 
to advance the Sudanization (Mashru' al-Sawdana) of the administra¬ 
tion, unless the British provided assurances that the Sudanization plan 
was intended to prepare the Sudanese for full independence. The 1898 
condominium treaty was bad enough, but they regarded Sidqi’s state¬ 
ment as even worse, since they deemed the former “as the end of our 
independence, whereas the latter meant our permanent enslavement.”^' 
The Umma Party made its view clear to both British and Egyptians: 
it condemned the transference of Sudanese sovereignty to Egypt and 
its subordination to the Egyptian crown. Sudan’s freedom, it was said, 
should not be sacrificed on the altar of British interests. The party would 
take all necessary measures to realize Sudan’s independence from both 
British and Egyptian imperialism.^^ Needless to say, the Sudanese union¬ 
ists welcomed Sidqi’s statement, while the anti-unionists took comfort 
from the British rejection of Sidqi’s statement. The saga continued. 

On 30 December Sudan Star published an interview with ‘Abdulla 
Khalil, secretary of the Umma Party, who had returned from a working 
visit to London, during which he held talks with British government 
officials. According to him, the Anglo-Egyptian disagreements on the 
future of Sudan as they emerged from the extended talks persuaded him 
to abandon the idea of the immediate abrogation of the condominium. 
Instead, he believed that the Sudanese should begin at once with the 
formulation of a constitution, which would lead to the formation of a 
Sudanese government. When that government felt confident enough 
and prepared to take over the administration of Sudan, the Anglo- 
Egyptian condominium would become irrelevant and thus be abolished. 
The British government, he revealed, endorsed this line of action, and 
therefore the Umma Party decided to cooperate closely with the Sudan 
government headed by a British official. 

The Sudan protocol led to differing interpretations from both Sidqi 
and Bevin. Bevin articulated in a speech at the House of Commons on 
27 January 1947 why Britain had not signed the treaty, arguing that the 
Egyptian government went to great lengths to “construe one phrase of 
the protocol on the Sudan as meaning that they could rely on the support 
of His Majesty’s Government to deny the Sudanese complete freedom of 
choice when the time came for them to choose their future status. 
Bevin noted that if the Egyptians agreed to it, he would be willing to 
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guarantee Egypt that its interests in Sudan would be safeguarded, par¬ 
ticularly its interests in the water of the Nile. Bevin was prepared to sign 
the treaty of mutual assistance and the evacuation protocol, and by doing 
so realize “one of Egypt’s most eager aspirations,” and to re-discuss the 
Sudan question in a conference with the participation of Egypt, Britain, 
and the Sudanese. 

The disagreement between Sidqi and Bevin over the Sudan protocol 
and the rising pressure of public opinion led to the fall of Sidqi’s govern¬ 
ment in December 1946.’® 


Egypt’s Quest for International Support: Hopes 
and Expectations 

Shortly after the formation of Nuqrashi’s second government (December 
1946-December 1948), the Egyptian parliament issued a joint statement 
of all political parties saying: 

When we argue for the unity of Egypt and the Sudan under the Egyptian 
crown, we always express the wish of the inhabitants of this valley ... under no 
circumstances will we spare any effort in leading the Sudan toward autonomy ... 
we do not want to dominate [the Sudan] ... therefore there is no place to perceive 
us as imperialists. We want an extended unity that is bound to the [Egyptian] 
crown and the Nile.” 

A series of statements made by the British governor-general of Sudan 
during December 1946 were explicit in spelling out his intention to 
advance what he described as the Sudanese people’s aspiration to exer¬ 
cise their right of independence and full sovereignty over their country. 
He reiterated the British government’s understanding of Egyptian sov¬ 
ereignty over Sudan as “symbolic,” stressing that only the Sudanese 
themselves would determine their future and as far as his government 
was concerned, it would do anything possible to pave their road to 
independence.’® 

In response, Nuqrashi asked the British government to state clearly its 
policy toward the future of the Nile valley: separation or unity. Sudan was 
vital for Egypt as the source of its water, and on the other hand Egypt’s 
importance for Sudan was unquestionable. For Nuqrashi, the answer to 
the question of what the Sudanese people yearned for as far as their 
future relations with Egypt were concerned was pretty simple: unification 
with Egypt under the Egyptian crown. 

On 27 January 1947, Nuqrashi announced to the Egyptian parliament 
that negotiations with Britain had failed and that it was the intention of 
his government to place the issue before the UN Security Council.®® 
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A week earlier, on 19 January, the anniversary of the signing of the 
1899 treaty was declared by all political parties in Egypt as a general 
day of mourning. Entertainment venues were shut down, and people 
wore black ribbons. The nation was united for one day in its desire to see 
the end of British imperialism in the Nile valley - a historic day in the 
annals of the national movement (al-haraka al-qawmiyya), declared ‘Abd 
al-Rahman al-Rafi‘i.®' The Nuqrashi government decided to refer the 
Egyptian case to the UN Security Council in face of public pressure and 
progressive opposition forces that, according to the British security ser¬ 
vices in Egypt, were well aware that this move was not enough and “great 
vigilance is still required to prevent a new sell-out to British imperial¬ 
ism.”®^ Indeed, public pressure on the Egyptian government to bring its 
dispute with Britain before the Security Council bore fruit; Nuqrashi 
went ahead with it. 

Pressure on Nuqrashi came from the entire political spectrum. The 
Islamic groups represented by al-Risala encouraged Nuqrashi not 
to be afraid of launching an anti-imperialist battle even if it meant 
sacrificing martyrs to secure the unity of the Nile valley and British 
evacuation. Mahmud Shakir (1909-1997), a senior writer in al-Risala 
and a renowned Egyptian thinker, who presented the orthodox Islamic 
line, described the Sudanese-Egyptian question as the crux of the Arab 
problem. He criticized the prevailing tendency among senior Egyptian 
policymakers to draw a distinction between Sudan and Egypt to advance 
Egypt’s national goals. In his view, this approach was the result of British 
manipulation. To separate the issues of Egypt and Sudan, even for 
tactical calculations, would only be perceived as a sign of weakness. If 
Great Britain or the United States were one political and geographic 
entity, would they agree to give up Wales and Scotland, in the case 
of Britain, or the southern part of North America, in the case of the 
United States? Drawing on these two countries’ models of annexation, 
Shakir opined that Egypt should do the same in Sudan, even forcefully if 
necessary, because with its water sources, Sudan was the life spring of 
Egypt. Ancient civilizations that developed in Sudan moved gradually 
northward because of the harshness of the Sudanese sun, feeling secure 
enough that they could continue to rely on the Sudanese water sources - 
some remnants of these civilizations still exist in contemporary Egypt. 

For Shakir, Sudan was “the master of this valley and it has the pre¬ 
rogative to name the unified state after its name.” He called Sudan “the 
treasure” for its water, “natural resources, the animals living there and 
basically everything there ... Egypt is the Sudan and there is no Egypt 
without the Sudan ... our duty is to die for the Sudan because the Sudan 
is our life and we are an integral part of it... We do not want sovereignty 
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over the Sudan because the Sudan is our master and we want Egypt to 
remain strong and alive under Sudanese protection.” For Shakir there 
was only one entity that had an obvious interest to cut Sudan from 
Egypt - Britain. It wanted to preserve its hegemony in Sudan with all 
its vital resources, thus weakening Egypt and controlling its chief lifeline. 
“Egypt is the true power behind the people of the Sudan and the Sudan is 
the true life of Egypt. If the two were separated, they would both die out 
in between the fangs of the wild animal [Britain],” declared Shakir.®^ 
Shakir was very critical of Egypt’s politicians, whom he held respon¬ 
sible for the current miserable state of the Sudanese-Egyptian question. 
These politicians were motivated only by personal interests and lusts, 
showing no interest in their homeland’s rights. He regarded the Bevin- 
Sidqi draft treaty as illegitimate since the vast majority of the people 
were against it, and neither the government nor the parliament had 
the moral right to implement it. Shakir saw no benefit in reviving the 
Anglo-Egyptian negotiations. For him the only solution to the problem 
was jihad.The debates within the UN Security Council focused only 
on issues related to world peace to prevent future wars. By referring the 
Egyptian-Sudanese issue to the Security Council the people of the Nile 
valley would admit that their case was within the realm of a “state of 
war.” That would mean a declaration of war against Britain, and there¬ 
fore every Egyptian and every Sudanese should be on guard to seal the 
breaches along the borders and to block penetration attempts of the 
British enemy. Egyptian and Sudanese politicians must unite and fight 
together as though they were in a battlefield against their common enemy 
and drop their personal rivalries - the need to defend the homeland was 
sacred.®^ They should seek support in Russia, in the United States, and 
among other Security Council members. Lobbying activities should 
include other Eastern issues such as the Palestine problem and the Indian 
issue - all caused by Britain to sow division.®® 

Muhammad Husayn Haykal held a slightly different view regarding an 
appeal to the Security Council. He referred to the solution of the Sudan¬ 
ese question employing the term supranational unity (wahda qawmiyya) 
rather than using the prevailing territorial nationalist term wahda wata- 
niyya. In other words, Haykal referred to Egypt and Sudan as two 
separate entities that should be united for the sake of both of them. It 
was natural, reasoned Haykal patronizingly, that when Sudan would 
reach the stage of self-government, its people would be the ones to 
choose the form of regime they wanted “within the framework of unity 
with Egypt under the Egyptian crown.” An Egyptian-Sudanese agree¬ 
ment on unification, he stated, would lead to the disappearance of those 
advocating separatism. Haykal opined that there was no need for Egypt, 
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at that stage, to bring the national question before the UN. The supra¬ 
national unity could be realized without taking such a step - and all it 
required was a strong will of both Egyptians and Sudanese to go ahead 
with it.®^ Referring to Haykal’s argument that there was no point in 
resorting to the UN Security Council Muhammad Mandur of the Waf- 
dist left wing stated that Haykal was “paving the way for his [party] to 
seize the reins of power at the expense of the welfare of Egypt.”®® 

The Sudanese national movement remained divided between the 
unionists and separatists in its stand vis-a-vis an Egyptian appeal to 
the UN. Thus, for instance, ‘Abdulla Khalil of the Umma Party declared 
that the debate in the Security Council would be a positive step on 
Sudan’s road to independence because the Security Council perceived 
the Sudanese as “a people under a protectorate - the Sudan has defined 
geographic borders and is recognized as a [separate] entity and therefore 
the Egyptians cannot demand rights of domination over the Sudan.”®® 
The Sudanese paper al-Ra’i al-'Amm disputed Egypt’s argument of 
continual control over Sudan since the Ottoman Empire relinquished 
its imperialist rule in both Egypt and Sudan in the Lausanne Treaty 
(1923). The newspaper outlined its own narrative of the events in the 
pre-condominium era - a historical narrative that did not always corres¬ 
pond with the facts. The condominium treaty of 1899, it was noted, 
came after a defining period in Sudan’s history, in which the country 
experienced the taste of independence under the Mahdi movement, 
which had formed a national state after it succeeded in defeating and 
expelling the Ottomans, who ruled Sudan. It was the Ottoman Empire, 
not Egypt, that ruled Sudan prior to the Mahdi revolt. The Egyptian 
appeal to the Security Council could be more effective and acceptable if 
the Egyptians would demand British evacuation from both Egypt and 
Sudan and the independence of the two countries. Britain would then 
have no excuse to remain in Sudan.®® Isma'il al-Azhari, on the other 
hand, wholeheartedly supported Nuqrashi’s plan to appeal to the UN 
and to advance the unity of the Nile valley after British evacuation.®' 
Nuqrashi issued a statement on 3 March 1947 discussing the nature of 
the Anglo-Egyptian dispute over Sudan and informing the public of 
Egypt’s plans to bring the dispute to the UN Security Council. The talks 
with Britain had reached an impasse, he asserted, because Egypt was 
unable to reach an agreement on two paramount issues: first, its demand 
for the withdrawal of British troops from its territory; and second, its wish 
to maintain the union with Sudan, self-government for the Sudanese 
people, “and restoration to Egypt of its rights in the administration of 
the Sudan in order to further the preparation of the Sudanese for 
self-government.”®^ Nuqrashi took a considerable amount of latitude in 
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airing the Egyptian position, claiming to speak on behalf of all Sudanese 
and crafting the narrative that most were in favor of a union under 
Egyptian control, with British policies pushing the Sudanese away from 
their Egyptian brethren. Nuqrashi asserted that the reason for the inabil¬ 
ity of the Sudanese to rule themselves was because Egypt was deprived of 
its right to administer Sudan, since the Sudanese were of the same origin, 
spoke the same language, and practiced the same faith, and their liveli¬ 
hoods were determined by the same source, the Nile. With the negoti¬ 
ations with the British at a standstill, Egypt had no other option but to 
bring its case to the UN Security Council.®^ It is noteworthy that Mustafa 
al-Nahhas, the Wafd leader, expressed words in a similar vein in an 
interview he gave to Journal de Geneve. Sudan and Egypt, he stressed, 
were inseparable because Sudan constituted an integral part of the 
homeland. As far as social welfare services were concerned, Sudanese 
districts were treated similarly and equally with Egyptian districts. Those 
few in Sudan who called for disengagement from Egypt were manipu¬ 
lated by the British administration in Sudan. 

Nuqrashi’s assertion was met with a stinging British rebuke, with 
both Sir Ronald Campbell, the British ambassador to Cairo, and Prime 
Minister Attlee declaring it was “full of both false and tendentious 
statements.Britain, Attlee argued in the House of Commons on 
11 March, agreed to the Bevin-Sidqi draft treaty, which authorized the 
wholesale evacuation of British troops from Egypt by 1949. Yet the main 
stumbling block concerned Egypt’s relationship with Sudan, as the 
Egyptians would not support the Sudanese people’s freedom to deter¬ 
mine their future without accepting the principal of the unity of the Nile 
valley. The British rejected Nuqrashi’s assertions of “inciting the Sudan¬ 
ese to secede from Egypt.” Furthermore, Attlee debunked Nuqrashi’s 
argument that the Sudanese and the Egyptians were of the same race, 
language, and religion, noting “that the Sudanese comprise many races 
and types, Nilotic, Hamitic, and Negro, besides Arabs. Furthermore, out 
of approximately 7 million Sudanese, more than 2.5 million are not 
Muslims or Arabic speaking. 

After a considerable delay, Nuqrashi, realizing the hardened nature 
of the British position and under attack from the political opposition, 
was forced to go to the UN Security Council, dispatching a letter on 
8 July setting out Egypt’s demands. These were centered on two main 
principals: the evacuation of British troops from Egypt and Sudan, and 
the abrogation of the current administrative regime in Sudan, based on 
articles 35 and 37 of the UN Charter.^’ The unjustifiable occupation of 
Egypt in 1882, which was followed by the occupation of the “southern 
part of the Nile valley, the Sudan,” Nuqrashi remonstrated, created a 
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situation whereby the British first imposed upon Egypt in 1899 the joint 
administration of Sudan and later their assumption of exclusive authority 
therein. The British employed a policy designed to cut off Sudan from 
Egypt, “discrediting Egypt and the Egyptians; creating discord between 
them and the Sudanese and dissensions among the Sudanese themselves; 
instigating and encouraging artificial separatist movements.” Eor Nuqra- 
shi the British motives were utterly clear: to impair the unity of the Nile 
valley, despite the fact that this unity was urged “by the common interest 
and aspiration of its people.”^® 

The Wafd opposition remained unconvinced that the Nuqrashi gov¬ 
ernment was qualified to speak on Egypt’s behalf. Wafdists asserted that 
Nuqrashi’s letter to the UN showed the weakness of Egypt’s negotiating 
position “since it does not mention unity of the Nile valley under the 
Egyptian crown, which is a principal demand on which [the whole] 
nation is agreed.”^® The Wafd did not stop at criticizing the government, 
but dispatched its own appeal to the UN on the same day. It questioned 
the legitimacy of the Nuqrashi government to represent “the people 
of the Nile valley,” the vast majority of whom stood firmly behind the 
Wafd. Nuqrashi’s dictatorial government represented a minority seg¬ 
ment of “reactionary and feudalist interest groups,” and its policies 
were utterly disapproved by the people of the Nile valley. The people 
demanded the full evacuation of the Nile valley and the recognition by 
the Security Council that “the Sudan and Egypt constitute one homeland 
united by history, temperament, blood, language, religion, and customs - 
a single homeland [based on equality] without rulers and ruled - all the 
citizens serve their single homeland.” Nuqrashi, submissively, demanded 
only the termination of the current administrative system in Sudan, 
knowing that “the issue of the Sudan in relation to Egypt is a matter 
of life or death.” The Wafd urged the Security Council to disregard 
Nuqrashi’s appeal and rather endorse the Wafd’s demands as presented 
in its appeal. 

Nuqrashi left Egypt on 21 July 1947, heading to the United States 
to present Egypt’s case to the UN Security Council. On 5, 11, and 
13 August he further elaborated on his statement of 8 July, declaring 
that the treaty of 1936 “was an obsolete instrument, which could no 
longer function as a basis for Anglo-Egyptian relations, which should 
now be determined by international law and the Charter of the United 
Nations.” On the issue of Sudan, Nuqrashi asserted the following: 

The unity of the Nile valley was an undisputable fact, recognized even by 
Mr. Churchill in his book The River War. The present line dividing the Sudan 
from Egypt along the 22nd parallel, as devised by the British, was purely artificial. 
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The economic unity, based on agricultural, industrial and commercial interests, 
was further enhanced by both countries’ dependence on the Nile water. The 
process of Egyptian penetration in the Sudan was accomplished by peaceful and 
natural means on the basis of a common language and culture. Under the rule 
of Muhammad Ali, Egypt and the Sudan had become subject to one central 
authority and formed a political unit, confirmed by the sultan’s firmans granted 
after 1840, which duly received international recognition. This political unit 
constituted a barrier to European expansion. During and after the so-called 
“reconquest” of the Sudan, the British, whenever faced with the pretensions of 
any other European power, invariably put forward the rights of Egypt to the whole 
of the Nile valley, as for instance, in the case of the Eashoda incident.'®^ 

Relying on the historical aspect of the Nile valley, Nuqrashi stated that 
Egypt’s sovereignty over Sudan was not hindered by the 1899 agreements 
with Britain, “although, by applying the designation of Condominium 
to it, the British had essayed to prove that they had a share in this 
sovereignty.” The British, he argued, utilized the murder of Lee Stack 
to eliminate the Anglo-Egyptian joint administration on their terms. 
Britain, he charged, ruled Sudan with a heavy hand, removing Egyptians 
from the Sudanese civil service and educational institutions, and pushing 
out those Sudanese who favored closer relations with Egypt. Britain also 
cracked down on the freedom of the press, stunting the development of 
Sudanese civil society. 

Nuqrashi argued that Egypt “resolved to regard the relations between 
the Egyptians and the Sudanese as an internal domestic affair, concern¬ 
ing which they would brook no interference. 

Eor Nuqrashi the 1936 treaty could no longer be regarded as the 
basis for Anglo-Egyptian relations. The international reality after World 
War II created a new situation whereby international disputes between 
countries were determined by international law and the UN Charter. 
The Security Council should take into account the fact that times had 
changed since the British imposed upon Egypt unilateral declarations 
and bilateral treaties: “between the 1936 Treaty and the [UN] Charter, 
we have chosen the Charter,” stated Nuqrashi. 

The British ambassador to the UN, Alexander Cadogan, picked up the 
gauntlet. He ridiculed Nuqrashi’s allegations regarding the validity of the 
1936 treaty in light of the world order after 1945 and the UN Charter. 
Cadogan fought back, portraying Egypt’s actions in Sudan as imperialis¬ 
tic expansion. The conquests of Sudan by Muhammad ‘Ali, contended 
Cadogan, had not been undertaken by peaceful means: “Egypt herself 
had indulged in imperialistic expansion in that country [the Sudan].” 
There was not a single historical or any other compelling basis to support 
Egypt’s claims that Egypt and Sudan constituted a united entity: 
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The political unity of the Nile Valley was a myth, and if such a doctrine were 
pursued to its logical conclusion Ethiopia, Uganda, and the Belgian Congo 
would have to be included in such a political unit, since the Nile derived most 
of its waters from these countries ... the present frontier between Egypt and 
the Sudan, described [by Nuqrashi] as a British invention, had in fact existed 
since the year 661 B.C. The only ties which bind the Northern Sudanese, who 
are of mixed Arab and negroid origin, with Egypt, are those of language and 
religion, which is equally true of many other peoples who once formed part of 
the Ottoman Empire/®"*^ 

Cadogan continued in his effort to refute Egypt’s arguments regard¬ 
ing its historical right to Sudan. Egypt, he asserted, failed to abort the 
Mahdi’s rebellion because it had neither the economic nor the military 
resources. Moreover, Nuqrashi belittled, intentionally, the most signifi¬ 
cant role played by the British in the reoccupation of Sudan, claimed 
Cadogan. He quoted relevant comparative data on the war contribution 
of Egyptian and British forces, including the number of casualties on 
both sides. The condominium form of administration was not imposed 
on Egypt by the British but was approved by the Ottomans, the then 
sovereign power. Sudan, noted Cadogan, was administered as a territory 
entirely separated from Egypt, “proof of which can be found in the 
judgments of two Egyptian courts of law. ” 

Eor Cadogan, the national desire of the educated Sudanese was quite 
clear: they were united by a wish for early self-government. However, 
he opined acceptably, they differed only as to whether “it should take 
the form of a self-governing dominion under the Egyptian Crown or 
complete independence.” However, as far as the national desires of the 
masses in Sudan were concerned, Cadogan appeared to be confident 
enough in his answer: they were not “anxious for any change and were 
most certainly not desirous of union with Egypt. 

Nuqrashi’s diplomatic offensive, trying to convince the member states 
of the Security Council, was not successful, gaining support from only 
three states - Syria, the Soviet Union, and Poland. The two eastern bloc 
states were nevertheless lukewarm in their support for the Egyptian 
claims over Sudan. Conversely, the Syrian envoy was a vociferous 
backer of Egypt’s claim, demanding the immediate British evacuation 
of the entire Nile valley.^®® The Chinese delegation was sympathetic 
to the Egyptian claims over Sudan, but still supported the continua¬ 
tion of negotiations between Britain and Egypt, noting that Egypt’s 
stake in Sudan was “second to the Sudanese people’s right of self- 
determination.” The delegates from Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Colom¬ 
bia, and France were in favor of the continuation of negotiations to 
resolve the impasse, proposing to keep the Security Council informed 
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of their progress. However, although there were several resolutions pre¬ 
sented by Security Council members, the impasse was not resolved, 
and none of the resolutions was adopted. While the Security Council 
stated that the Anglo-Egyptian dispute would remain on its agenda, it 
eventually became of secondary importance, fading to the background, 
as yet another fraught chapter in Anglo-Egyptian relations.^®® 


The International Dimension: Modes and Means of 
Propaganda Activities 

Despite its failure in the Security Council, Egypt did get international 
support and sympathy from other countries before, during, and after 
the deliberations in the Security Council. It managed successfully 
to receive a pledge of support from Arab states for its demands even 
after it officially requested Britain to renegotiate the 1936 treaty. 
On 23 March 1947, during a meeting of the Arab League in Cairo, the 
Arab states unanimously affirmed their support of Egypt’s demands 
to unify the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown.The Arab states 
expressed concern over the deadlock and the subsequent interrup¬ 
tion of the Anglo-Egyptian dialogue. They warned that the prevailing 
friendship between them and Britain would be adversely affected 
should the latter continue with its refusal to respond positively to 
Egypt’s national demands.^'^ 

Before that statement was made, right-wing Egyptian circles firmly 
called on Arab states not to consider any mediating initiatives such as 
the one allegedly proposed by the governments of Syria and Lebanon. 
The Anglo-Egyptian dispute should be dealt with only in the Security 
Council - the approach of negotiating with the British had exhausted 
itself and led to the present dead end. Mahmud Muhammad Shakir 
warned the governments of Syria and Lebanon not to fall into the trap 
of British imperialism. Britain portrayed itself as the champion of the 
Sudanese right to self-determination, pushing for Sudanese self- 
government. This was a deceptive tactic aimed at misleading the inter¬ 
national community. The goal was clear: to separate Sudan from Egypt 
and to establish British hegemony there as they did in Palestine, where 
“the British were turning a blind eye to Jewish terrorism.” They decep¬ 
tively supported Jewish immigration to Palestine, where the British had 
planned to establish a Jewish state in the heart of the Arab homelands 
surrounding Palestine. Egypt and Sudan were struggling to gain inter¬ 
national support for their just demands, and every Arab and Eastern state 
should place its means of communication at the disposal of the jihad 
efforts made by Egypt and Sudan. 
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The issue of the Arabization of Sudan found expression in a reference 
made in an article published by al-Risala to a statement made by the 
revered Syrian religious adjudicator Sheikh ‘Ali Tantawi. Egypt, asserted 
Tantawi, “is our [the Arab states’] older sister, Egypt’s problem is ours, 
Egypt’s [Nile] valley is ours, Egypt’s enemy is our enemy; if we aban¬ 
don Egypt, we abandon our country, and if we do not stand by her, we 
betray our nation.Only a united Arab front would lead to an Arab 
victory over British imperialism, added Mahmud Muhammad Shakir. 
He declared that the Arab language was spoken in all Arab countries, in 
which the vast majority of their inhabitants were Muslims, and therefore 
they constituted a single front stretching from east to west.^'^ Shakir 
praised the Arabs and their abilities, asserting that if the Arabs were 
united and believed in the righteousness of their way then no one would 
have dared to anger them. The Arabs wanted to see their countries free 
and independent from foreign domination - only Arab unity would help 
to gain that goal. All Arab states’ problems were inseparable, includ¬ 
ing the Sudan and the Palestine problems. Arab men should take an 
example from their ancient forefathers, who did not hesitate to wield 
their sword bravely, trusting and believing that God would help them to 
defeat their enemies. 

While Egypt’s position among the Arab states was secure, it was 
necessary to expand its international base of support to the newly inde¬ 
pendent countries of postcolonial Asia.^^® India featured prominently 
among these countries, and the two main political groups prior to the 
partition of India, the Indian National Congress (led by Jawaharlal 
Nehru) and the All-India Muslim League (led by Muhammed Ali Jin- 
nah, later the founder of independent Pakistan in August 1947), were 
both receptive to Egypt’s desire to unify the Nile valley under the Egyp¬ 
tian crown. Jinnah stated in a letter to the secretariat of the Arab League 
in late April 1947 that the Indian Muslims “stand on Egypt’s side in its 
struggle to ensure the [British] evacuation of the Nile Valley, its uni¬ 
fication, and the realization of Egypt’s hopes and aspirations.”'^^ The 
Egyptians went to great lengths to persuade the Indians to support the 
validity of the Egyptian claim over Sudan, sending significant academic 
material written by scholars and experts on the natural links between 
Egypt and Sudan."® 

The anti-imperialist struggle against British domination, which both 
Egypt and India shared, led to a rapprochement between the two 
countries. India’s support for the Arabs during the UN debates on the 
partition of Palestine and its support for the Egyptian appeal to the 
Security Council of August 1947 placed India as a champion of the Arab 
cause. A manifestation of the Indo-Egyptian entente was seen when 
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the Egyptian government led by Mustafa al-Nahhas unilaterally abro¬ 
gated the 1936 treaty on 8 October 1951. India then supported the 
Egyptian claims for full sovereignty over the Suez Canal, yet Nehru was 
more discerning over Egyptian claims over Sudan, initially supporting 
the Sudanese right to determine their political fate, yet, at the same time, 
recognizing King Faruq as King of Egypt and Sudan. 

Egypt also sought the support of Soviet bloc countries, particularly the 
Soviet Union. Since the establishment of diplomatic relations between 
the two countries, the Soviet Union expressed its firm support for 
Egypt’s struggle for national liberation. In late 1922, the Comintern 
accepted Egypt’s demand for sovereignty over Sudan. Sudan, it was 
noted, was a natural continuation of and supplement to Egypt and 
should therefore be a political part of the latter. However, in the 
immediate post-1945 years, the Soviet Union took a different stand 
on the Sudan question, as appeared during the deliberations in the 
Security Council in August 1947-September 1947. Before Nuqrashi 
presented his demands, his delegation endeavored to win Soviet sym¬ 
pathy, saying that Egypt would adhere to a neutralist policy in the inter¬ 
bloc conflict. Egypt also promised to side with the Soviet Union when¬ 
ever necessary. Nevertheless, the Soviet press, like many opposition 
parties in Egypt, criticized Nuqrashi’s performance, which was designed 
“to reduce opposition influence from the Wafd and to prepare the 
ground for an American loan.” Despite this criticism, the Soviet Union 
and its Polish satellite were the only countries to support Egypt’s 
demands for national liberation, yet both expressed reservations con¬ 
cerning Egypt’s claims for sovereignty over Sudan. Andrei Gromyko, 
the Soviet delegate to the UN Security Council, said in a speech on 
August 20: 

The USSR understands and sympathizes with these national aspirations on the 
part of Egypt and its people towards an independent existence on the basis of 
sovereign equality with other states and peoples ... Egypt’s request for the 
immediate withdrawal of all United Kingdom troops from the territory of Egypt 
and the Sudan is well founded ... [yet] we do not know what the Sudanese want 
and what they are striving for. Without accurate information as to the aims of the 
Sudanese people, it is difficult for the Security Council to take any decision on 
this question. 

The United States held an ambivalent position concerning the solution 
for the Anglo-Egyptian dispute. The Egyptian delegation’s efforts to 
portray its country as being anti-communist because communism was 
completely contrary to Islam - thus hoping to win US and Western 
empathy - were futile. The US delegation to the Security Council 
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believed that the prolongation of the Anglo-Egyptian dispute was bad for 
Western interests in Egypt and the Arab world. However, it maintained 
that an immediate evacuation of British troops from Egypt would create a 
void that might be filled by a hostile power, possibly the Soviet Union. 
The solution it therefore offered was more of the same: the resumption of 
bilateral negotiations between the two countries to achieve a satisfactory 
settlement for both countries. Neither Egypt nor Britain appeared to 
be pleased with the US stand. To quote a British report: “during the 
debates the UK delegation did not receive the support it might well have 
expected from the State Department, nor was the attitude of the United 
States delegate beyond reproach.”^^^ 

However, Egypt did not give up and continued in the very early 1950s 
with its efforts to win US support. The Egyptians supposed, correctly, 
that the US government could put pressure on its British ally to alter its 
position vis-a-vis the Nile valley. Eor that reason Egypt also conducted an 
anti-British campaign within the United States, described by the British 
embassy in Washington as “tremendously active and expensive.” One of 
the methods employed by the Egyptians was the distribution of pamph¬ 
lets depicting the British as an imperialist and occupying power that 
did not respect the rights of the peoples of the Nile valley to national 
liberation. Egypt demanded freedom and independence on the basis of 
justice and right as a sovereign state. It did so not just for itself but for 
Sudan too - “for the millions of people of the same blood, the same 
religion, and the same interests, who inhabit the Valley of the Nile.” The 
British refused to evacuate their troops from Egyptian soil “as they have 
done for the last 69 years.Egypt was willing to allow the Sudanese to 
choose their own future, unhindered and untrammeled. To support this 
argument, the Egyptian propagandists referred to a bill, promulgated by 
the Egyptian parliament on 15 October 1951, providing for a special 
independent Sudanese government and parliament, united with the 
Egyptian government - a move that was welcomed by the Sudanese 
delegation, the party representing the majority of Sudanese.'^® 

The British embassy in Washington expressed concern over the extent 
of harm this public campaign caused to British interests in America. 
It therefore suggested taking “not an anti-Egyptian line, but a rather 
righteous line, showing that we have a constructive policy in the interests 
of the free world and that we do not wish to waste time in self-destructive 
mutual abuse. 

The British concerns over the US attitude toward their dispute with 
Egypt were not without foundations. The Egyptian efforts to win US 
support met with success. In late 1951 Anthony Eden, the British Eor- 
eign Secretary, noticed that his government “continued to be urged by 
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the United States Government to recognize King Farouk as King of 
the Sudan.According to Voll, Cold War strategic and political 
considerations were behind the US government’s decision to support 
the Egyptian nationalist doctrine, hoping that such a move “could allow 
the maintenance of British troops in Egyptian bases as part of broader 
regional defense arrangements.”^^® However, shortly after the downfall 
of the Egyptian monarchy, the US government ceased to support the 
unity of the Nile valley as the new military regime abandoned that 
doctrine. It nevertheless took pains to settle the Anglo-Egyptian dispute, 
not always in a satisfactory manner from Britain’s point of view. 
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4 Between Two Modes of Imperialism 

Education, Nationalism, and the Struggle for Power 
in Sudan 


This chapter scans postwar policies employed by the two masters of 
Sudan as part of their struggle to establish their long-term hegemony over 
that country. More specifically, it keeps track of the long-standing British 
project of Sudanization, that is, the creation of a new situation whereby 
qualified and well-trained Sudanese would gradually take over govern¬ 
mental and administrative posts as part of their preparation for self-rule. 
The British desired to pave the way for the emergence and development 
of a territorial-particularist Sudanese nationalism, hoping it would subse¬ 
quently lead to the demise of pro-unionist Sudanese orientations. As we 
shall see, the Egyptians responded angrily to Sudanization. Their coun¬ 
termeasures encompassed both the political and the public spheres. 

Considerable emphasis is placed on the tactics and strategies employed 
by Britain and Egypt in their struggle to develop, shape, and determine 
the Sudanese educational system. First, the chapter scrutinizes the inter¬ 
play between British educational and foreign policies in Sudan. A robust 
educational system could serve the purpose of training a new generation 
of Sudanese intellectuals with a particularist national consciousness and 
pro-British orientation. Second, the chapter shows that the Egyptian 
response to the British educational policy took the form of corrective 
measures and initiatives aimed at minimizing the damage for their unifi¬ 
cation plan. Like the British, Egyptian policymakers and protagonists of 
the unity of the Nile valley were well-aware of the vitality and significance 
of hegemony over Sudanese education as a major factor in determining the 
future of Sudan. Egyptians, however, learned the hard way that they were 
playing in an unfair game - the British, through their proxy Sudan govern¬ 
ment, had the advantage of enjoying much more room for maneuver. 


Sudanization and Its Effects on the Doctrine of the 
Unity of the Nile Valley 

The reoccupation of Sudan (1896-1898) by a joint Anglo-Egyptian 
military force paved the way for the conclusion of the condominium 
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agreement on 19 January 1899. The formation of the condominium was 
a product of the colonialist machinations of the Earl of Cromer (Evelyn 
Baring), Britain’s agent and consul general in Egypt (1883-1907) and, 
practically speaking, Egypt’s mighty ruler. It was a “deliberate ambigu¬ 
ity,” as Cromer phrased it. According to him, it was necessary 

to invent some method by which the Soudan should be, at one and the same 
time, Egyptian to such an extent as to satisfy equitable and political exigencies, 
and yet sufficiently British to prevent the administration of the country from 
being hampered by the international burr which necessarily hung on the skirts of 
Egyptian political existence. It was manifest that these conflicting requirements 
could not be satisfied without the creation of some hybrid form of government, 
hitherto unknown to international jurisprudence.^ 

However, Cromer made it clear that it was Britain’s intention, right from 
the beginning, to see to it that Sudan would be governed by “a partner¬ 
ship of two, of which England was the predominant member.” The 
sovereign rights of Britain and Egypt over Sudan, determined Cromer, 
were based on “the right of conquest.”^ 

The purpose of the condominium, reasoned Peter Woodward, was 
to avert unnecessary complications in Egypt by the full British annex¬ 
ation of reoccupied Sudanese territories, which were controlled by 
Egypt previously: Britain’s rights by way of conquest and reconquest of 
former provinces of Egypt. Egypt regained its rights in Sudan but under 
restrictive conditions and as the weaker partner in the dual rule. The 
condominium regime was very much effective from Britain’s point of 
view until the British unilateral declaration of Egypt’s independence in 
Eebruary 1922.^ This independence was nevertheless closely monitored 
and limited, enabling Britain continuous domination of its imperial 
interests in the region - military bases and communications including 
full control of the Suez Canal area and Egypt’s borders and security 
concerns; indirect control of Egypt’s foreign policy and relations with 
other countries as well as its economy; and, with regard to Sudan, the 
preservation of Britain’s hegemonic position in the unequal condomin¬ 
ium arrangement. 

As we have seen, the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of August 1936 granted 
Egypt a relatively high degree of sovereignty, while protecting Britain’s 
major interests in Egypt and Sudan. Although it recognized Egypt’s 
rights to play a more active role in Sudan, the condominium agreement 
of 1899 remained in effect and continued to preserve Britain’s superior¬ 
ity in Sudan until its abolition following the declaration of Sudan’s 
independence in 1956. 

To sabotage the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley under the 
Egyptian crown advanced by Egypt and its Sudanese supporters, the 
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British embarked in the latter part of the 1940s on their official program 
of Sudanization (al-sawdana). The scheme was intended to create a new 
reality whereby qualified and well-trained Sudanese would gradually take 
over governmental and administrative posts as part of their preparation 
for self-rule. The British hoped this would accelerate the development of 
Sudanese nationalism and promote a separatist orientation. 

In her illuminating and instructive study. Living with Colonialism, 
Heather Sharkey argues that while Sudanization indeed became official 
policy in the 1940s and 1950s, as “a term for a bureaucratic process, it 
can describe the entire colonial period.”^ She divides the process of 
Sudanization into several phases. The first phase, which she terms “the 
rise of a Sudanese bureaucracy,”^ extended from the formation of the 
condominium regime in 1898 until the 1919 uprising. Gordon College, 
opened in 1902, became the cradle for a small administrative class 
intended to occupy mid-level government posts. 

The period 1919-1924 witnessed growing strife in Anglo-Egyptian 
relations, which led to the removal of educated Egyptians from Sudan’s 
administration and their replacement by hundreds of Gordon College 
graduates. This process was reinforced following the Sudanese uprising 
of 1924 and the assassination in Cairo of Sir Lee Stack, Sudan’s 
governor-general. Egyptians in Sudan were blamed for being the source 
of anti-British agitation, and Egyptian troops as well as many school¬ 
teachers and civil servants were expelled to Egypt. Many Gordon College 
graduates fell out of favor by expressing anti-British sentiments, leading 
the British to foster an alliance with members of the more traditional 
Sudanese elite such as umdas, shaykhs, and nazirs as part of the intro¬ 
duction of the system of indirect rule applied in other British colonies 
in Africa.® 

The period 1924-1935 marked the third phase, according to Sharkey. 
The “Southern Policy” of the early 1930s sought to separate the south 
of Sudan from the north administratively and culturally “in order to 
minimize the southward spread of Islam and of ‘subversive’ ... ideas.” 
British officials now favored southern Sudanese graduates of Christian 
missionary schools and southern chiefs for administrative posts at the 
expense of northern Sudanese graduates of Gordon College, who had 
filled these posts until then, fueling frustration and discontent among 
them. Nevertheless, the British desire to minimize Egyptian influence 
in Sudan as much as possible by preventing Egyptians from Ailing the 
posts that Egypt should man as an equal parmer in the administration of 
Sudan resulted in the Sudanization of these posts. In addition, graduates 
of the Kitchener School of Medicine, which opened in 1924, as well as 
other talented Gordon College graduates, who were sent to the American 
University of Beirut to pursue advanced studies, were appointed to 
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positions hitherto held by non-Sudanese7 It is noteworthy that until 
1924, many of the physicians in Sudan were Egyptians and Syrians.® 

The fourth phase, 1935-1938, saw a slow but steady increase in the 
Sudanization of the administration. The appointment of Sir Stewart 
Symes as governor-general was a positive step in this direction. His policy 
of decentralization, which meant “provincial self-government,” contrib¬ 
uted to the creation of more responsible jobs for Sudanese, coming now 
not only at the expense of Egyptians and Lebanese but also of junior 
British officials.^ 

Egyptian historian Yunan Labib Rizq argues that twelve years after the 
unilateral British removal of Egyptian military and civil officials from 
Sudan, the 1936 treaty reinstated the pre-1924 status quo as far as 
Egypt’s presence in Sudan was concerned. Nevertheless, the 1936 treaty 
stipulated that British and Egyptian troops were “to be placed for the 
defense of the Sudan at the disposal of the Governor-General of the 
Sudan in addition to Sudanese troops.” That is, the governor-general 
still had the authority to select his recruits based on “merit alone.” 
Moreover, the Egyptian troops were under his command.In addition, 
the inspector general of the Egyptian Irrigation Service, who was invited 
to attend the council, was also subordinated professionally to the 
governor-general, like other Egyptian officials. Although Egyptians were 
now allowed to immigrate to Sudan, and the Egyptian presence there 
increased following the 1936 treaty, the term of service of Egyptian 
officials and military personnel assigned to Sudan was short, and its 
length was determined by the Sudan government. In such a short period 
of time they could not develop close bonds with their Sudanese neigh¬ 
bors or intermingle culturally. Eor the British the goal was clear: Suda¬ 
nization of as many posts as possible in all administrative fields and in the 
military. Rizq accuses the British-controlled Sudan government of dis¬ 
crimination against Egyptians, aimed at diminishing their influence, to 
undermine the project of the unity of the Nile valley. ^ ^ 

The flnal phase (1938-1956), according to Sharkey, witnessed the 
rise of Sudanese nationalism with a demand for self-rule. This process 
was followed by a declared British policy of Sudanization intended to 
prepare the Sudanese for self-government. The term Sudanization 
entered the vocabulary of the Sudan government in 1944 when Douglas 
Newbold, the civil secretary, “suggested a plan to province governors for 
‘dilution’ of British administrative posts - a plan which he described 
as ‘Sudanization.’”^^ 

Rizq supports Sharkey’s analysis with statistics. According to him, 
there was a marked increase in the number of Sudanese officials in 
the period 1920-1944. In 1920 they constituted 36.8 percent of the 
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total throughout Sudan, whereas in 1944 they already constituted 
82.8 percent (5,684 officials). As of 1924, the Sudan government began 
to send Gordon College graduates to study at the American University of 
Beirut, and those who returned upon graduation constituted the top 
brass of the new Sudanese intelligentsia. One such person was the 
notable Isma'il al-Azhari, a firm supporter of the unification with Egypt 
until 1953. He, nevertheless, would be the one to lead his country to 
full independence.^^ 

Sharkey’s division is convincing and accepted. The following chapter 
text evaluates and analyzes the impact of Sudanization upon the Egyptian 
doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley. The starting point of our dis¬ 
cussion is 1944, when Newbold coined the term Sudanization. Egypt, 
for obvious reasons, rejected Newbold’s line of argument. Al-Ahram 
responded to this plan, saying that Article 11 of the 1936 treaty stipu¬ 
lated that Britain and Egypt should work for the welfare of the Sudanese. 
Why, asked the daily, should this be interpreted as educating them 
toward self-government? Egyptians wanted to see the Sudanese gaining 
full independence along with Egypt and to share together the same rights 
within one kingdom. 

A report by the governor-general on the administration of Sudan for 
the year 1943 pointed out that the treaties of 1899 and 1936 with Egypt 
clearly stated that the aims of the Sudan government were to work for the 
welfare of the Sudanese. The report stressed that the Sudan government 
comprehended and perceived its role as the mentor of the Sudanese 
people in preparing them for local self-government. Shortly after the 
conclusion of World War II, the Sudan government took concrete steps 
in this direction by setting up municipal, town, and rural district councils 
in addition to the other, already existing local administrations led by 
tribal leaders. Moreover, it had already established provincial councils 
and an advisory council for northern Sudan (1944-1948) intending to 
include as many Sudanese as possible in the country’s administration. In 
August 1943 the North Sudan Advisory Council Ordinance was enacted 
“in order to constitute more permanent machinery both for consultation 
between the central government and the Sudanese and for explanation 
of policy.” The ordinance was intended to “meet the growing need for 
some form of constitutional association between the Sudanese and the 
central government, which is the logical outcome of the policy adopted 
some twenty years ago of associating the Sudanese with government in 
the sphere of local government.That line of argument was negatively 
received in Egypt. 

The mainstream press pondered sarcastically: why did the advisory 
council refer only to northern Sudan? What about the southern part of 
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that country? al-Ahram enquired.'® The rise of the new Sudanese intelli¬ 
gentsia and the nationalist movement went against Egypt’s doctrine of 
the unity of the Nile valley. The Sudanization and the gradual decolon¬ 
ization of Sudan brought Anglo-Egyptian relations to their lowest ebb. 

Although Sudanization had become Britain’s declared policy, there 
were certain disagreements between the British embassy in Cairo and 
the Sudan government with regard to its pace and content. There was, 
nevertheless, a consensus among the two, that Sudan should be separ¬ 
ated from Egypt. On 26 March 1946, in a letter to the Foreign Office and 
the Sudan government, British Ambassador to Cairo Sir Ronald Camp¬ 
bell urged the latter to speed up the pace of Sudanization. He noted that 
uncertainty among the Sudanese as to the future status of their country 
could be manipulated by the Egyptians to advance their unification 
plans. Campbell was convinced that “the only effective way of countering 
the present Egyptian political offensive in the Sudan is to give the 
Sudanese effective assurances on the question of the future adminis¬ 
tration of their country.” It was not enough to say that “our policy is to 
bring them to the point of self-administration in order that they may 
choose their own future, or merely that the process of Sudanization will 
be speeded up. What they want to know is when that self-administration 
will be realized.” Campbell therefore strongly recommended that the 
Sudan government should immediately, and independently of treaty 
negotiations in Cairo, proceed to draw up a detailed plan of Sudanization 
in consultation with the Sudanese. He stressed that it would be for the 
Sudan government to decide “how such consultation should be effected, 
whether regionally by District Commissioners through committees of 
local representatives or centrally by the Government through representa¬ 
tives of the political parties, or through both these channels ... it would 
be necessary to present the Sudanese delegates with specific proposals ... 
the announcement of what is intended should be made forthwith - if 
possible in the course of the next two or three weeks. 

A Foreign Office memorandum also noted that Sudanese public 
opinion was not content with the pace of Sudanization and moreover 
displeased with the uncertainty created by the British and the Sudan 
government with regard to the future of Sudan. The Egyptians were 
taking advantage of this situation, disseminating propaganda in a bid to 
win Sudanese trust. The Egyptians were particularly active in the field of 
education, promising “in addition to the amenities of their own second¬ 
ary school in Khartoum, attractive terms for Sudanese to come to school 
and university in Egypt.”'® 

The governor-general of Sudan, Hubert Huddleston (October 1940- 
April 1947), was not enthusiastic to implement Campbell’s ideas, some 
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of which he deemed unrealistic. On 6 April, he replied that the Sudan 
government had never promoted Sudanese officials and bureaucrats on 
the basis of considerations other than efficiency, although it often had 
“strained the word efficiency to its extreme limit” because “we wanted to 
help on Sudanization, not for political reasons.” This policy, opined 
Huddleston, had not always been viewed favorably by British officials. 
Intensified Sudanization would harm the achievements the Sudan gov¬ 
ernment had gained to that point. It was generally agreed that everyone 
in Sudan preferred “a passably efficient Home Government to a highly 
efficient one imposed from outside,” he argued. For that reason, the 
Sudan government was trying to advance the development of local 
authorities. “If we create Sudanese Bureaucracy,” as Campbell sug¬ 
gested, “we shall substitute an Alien Government for a Home one, and 
a not very efficient one at that.” Huddleston opined that the Sudan 
government should foster the formation of local councils to protect the 
uneducated masses from being exploited by the small educated class. He 
expressed concern that if for political reasons Britain would establish “an 
‘alien’ Sudanese bureaucracy I have little doubt that local authorities will 
rapidly wither and die and the small man will never become a free 
man.”^^ Nevertheless, on 17 April 1946 Huddleston assured the advisory 
council that “the Sudanese will soon be governing their own country. 

The Sudanese delegation that arrived in Cairo in early April 1946 did 
not hide its desire, according to British officials, to see complete inde¬ 
pendence of Sudan and the Sudanization of all government posts and to 
decide for themselves, as a self-governing body, the future relationship 
between Sudan, Egypt, and Britain. The delegation was clear in its 
intention to secure an agreement that the Sudanization of all government 
posts “shall be effected in the shortest possible period.” Practically 
speaking, the delegation demanded to be consulted regarding the pro¬ 
gress of Sudanization of all government posts, with the British in the 
position of advisers and not as their masters.It is noteworthy that the 
Egyptian historian ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Rafi‘i argued the opposite. That 
is, the Sudanese delegation arrived in Egypt to advance its policy of 
unification with Egypt. The delegation, he noted, raised the banner of 
anti-British imperialism and Sudanese-Egyptian unification.^^ Both the 
British and Rafi‘i portrayed an inaccurate picture. As we noted above, the 
delegation favored some sort of union with Egypt after an independent 
Sudanese government was established, and only that government would 
decide the type and nature of the union. 

On 22 April 1946, the Sudan government announced the formation of 
an administration conference to recommend “the next steps in associat¬ 
ing the Sudanese more closely with the administration of the country. 
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About a year later, on 31 March 1947, the conference submitted its 
report. It recommended “the creation of a legislative assembly to repre¬ 
sent the whole of Sudan.” The report called to replace the advisory 
council with an executive council with 50 percent Sudanese representa¬ 
tion. The report also stated that the Sudanese would not be granted self- 
rule “unless they have previously been trained in the art of government 
and this in turn can be learnt only through the assumption of responsi¬ 
bility. This responsibility, at any given time, should be sufficiently great 
to extend fully the capacity of the Sudanese to shoulder it successfully, in 
this way their training will proceed at the greatest possible rate.”^"^ 

The Egyptian government spotted many faults in the recommenda¬ 
tions, one of which related to the composition of the legislative assembly. 
Ten out of its seventy members were to be appointed by the governor- 
general, and the rest were to be elected. However, the way they were 
to be elected was more of a nomination than a proper election - the 
southern representatives were to be appointed by the provincial govern¬ 
ors. Therefore, the legislative assembly was not properly representative 
and would contain civil servants. The proposed system overlooked the 
vital issue of constitutional freedom. The Sudanese, it was stated, were 
on “the threshold of a social and political awakening. It is essential that 
the regime under which they live should ensure for them respect of 
personal freedom, freedom of opinion, freedom of faith, freedom of 
meeting, freedom of the press and all other freedoms without which 
they cannot live as free men and cannot feel secure ... These freedoms 
have to be regulated by law.” In addition, too much power was given in 
the proposed system to the governor-general, who could approve or 
disapprove legislation. The Sudanese representatives in the legislative 
assembly enjoyed limited power, which was not sufficient to self-govern 
Sudan. They were to function as a consultative body rather than a proper 
legislature. The Egyptians argued that the British took upon themselves 
an exclusive role in training the Sudanese in self-government, leaving 
Egypt, the other party of the condominium, completely out of the game. 
Out of thirty members of the conference, twenty-five were government 
officials - British or British proxies - with no Egyptians at all. Prominent 
Sudanese political parties, including the representative of the educated 
class - the Graduates’ General Congress - were also not included. The 
Egyptian government refused to endorse the conference’s recommenda¬ 
tions, and so did members of the Sudanese delegation in Cairo. 

The Egyptian government asserted that the issue of including Sudan¬ 
ese in the central government had already been under its consideration. 
Egypt wanted to see the Sudanese people capable of governing them¬ 
selves. The Sudanese should not lose any opportunity of having the 
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maximum share of government responsibility accorded to them. The 
Egyptian government deemed it its duty “to accept participation, for 
the time being, in drawing up a regime which would pave the way to 
self-government,” provided that this regime was free from the said 
defects. It firmly believed that the delay in settling the Anglo-Egyptian 
dispute should not cause any delay in advancing the Sudanese on the 
path to self-government. The Egyptian government could not approve 
the recommendations made by the administration conference unless they 
were modified to meet Egypt’s conditions.^® 

The governor-general of Sudan replied in a firm but fair manner to the 
Egyptian government’s comments. The Sudan government agreed with 
the Egyptian government that the Sudanese should be given greater 
responsibility. But the extent of responsibility should be inextricably 
linked with their objective capabilities to undertake such responsibility 
without imperiling good government. The governor-general, however, 
opined that the fears of the Egyptian government that the legislative 
assembly would be no more than a consultative body were groundless. 
It would be the statutory legal body “to which all the legislation will 
have to be presented and which will have power to debate, pass, amend, 
or reject it,” stated the governor-general. The legislative assembly, he 
went further, would have the power to question any acts or policy of the 
government and to pass resolutions thereon. The governor-general could 
not “divest himself of the basic powers which he exercises under the 1899 
Agreement” so long as the present regime was in effect. The 1899 agree¬ 
ment empowered the governor-general to make laws and thereafter to 
notify the British and Egyptian governments of these laws. To introduce 
into the new ordinance a provision for the prior submission of all legis¬ 
lation, as the Egyptian government suggested, would therefore be at 
variance with the existing constitution. “Until Sudanese of sufficient 
administrative experience have emerged, it is necessary for the good 
government of the country to retain seats on the Executive Council for 
senior members of the administration, but it is hoped that before long 
Sudanese ministers will be appointed, and that the Executive Council 
will gradually evolve into a Council of Ministers. 

As part of the Sudan government’s attempts to realize the recommen¬ 
dations of the administration conference, the Juba Conference was con¬ 
vened on 12 June 1947-13 June 1947. The conference addressed the 
issue of proper representation of the south in the future legislative assem¬ 
bly. A record of the proceedings, which was later published, stated that 
if Sudan was to become self-governing and self-dependent it should not 
be divided up into small, weak units. The sooner southern and northern 
Sudanese came together and worked together, the sooner they would 
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begin to coalesce and cooperate in the advancement of their country. 
This would subsequently speed up unification. The British attitude and 
policy toward the south, as was already formulated in 1945, was reiter¬ 
ated: “It is only [through] economic and educational development that 
these peoples can be equipped to stand up for themselves in the future, 
whether their lot be eventually cast with Northern Sudan or with East 
Africa, or partly with each.” It was argued that since 1945 the south 
witnessed both economic and educational development, and it became 
clearer that the south “by its history and by accidents of geography, river 
transport and so on, must turn more to the North rather than to Uganda 
or the Congo.” The Sudan government, it was emphasized, should take 
into account the fact that the southern Sudanese were “distinctly African 
and Negroid, but that geography and economics combine ... to render 
them inextricably bound for future development to the Middle East and 
Arabs of the Northern Sudan and therefore to ensure that they shall be by 
educational and economic developments equipped to take their places 
in the future as socially and economically the equals of their parmers of 
the Northern Sudan in the Sudan of the future.”^® Daly criticized the 
way in which the “Southern Policy” was revised. In his view it involved 
“elements of dishonesty and naivety, bordering on self-delusion.”^^ 
British administrators in the south opposed the new plan of bringing 
the southerners under the control of Khartoum and warned of the 
“disaster inherent in such forced centralization.”^® As future events were 
to demonstrate disaster did happen. 

The Egyptian press, as expected, condemned the Sudanization project 
pursued by the Sudan government and the British. The independent al- 
Ahram, which represented the Egyptian consensus, hinged its arguments 
on the statement issued on 22 September 1946 by the Sudanese National 
Eront, to which also the Graduates’ General Congress and other political 
groups represented by the Sudanese delegation in Cairo belonged. The 
National Front rejected what it described as “British insistence” on 
continuing the condominium in Sudan. The Sudanese called for a 
three-stage plan: termination of the condominium, full withdrawal of 
the British from the Nile valley, and subsequent unification of the valley. 
The Sudanization project was a British deception designed to preserve 
the status quo. The Sudanese people should stand behind the delegation 
and support its demands for the formation of a democratic Sudanese 
government within the framework of the unity of the Nile valley.^^ 

Harsh criticism of British operations in Sudan was expressed by Salih 
‘Ashmawi, Hasan al-Banna’s deputy. The British declared impudently 
that they were a democratic nation, the champions of freedom and 
democracy, yet the truth was the opposite; wherever they established 
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colonies, their record was one of abject and bloody subjugation. In 
Sudan they had aggressively and illegally expelled the Egyptians in 
1924, for the purpose of separating Sudan from Egypt and annexing it 
to their empire. The condominium treaty remained empty and effectively 
inoperative - the Egyptian officials were sent packing, and Egyptians 
were not allowed to enter Sudan. The British imposed obstacles on trade 
between the two parts of the valley, and moreover, until recently there 
was no telephone line between Egypt and Sudan. Even the conclusion of 
the 1936 treaty did not alter the situation. The appointment of an 
Egyptian economic expert in Khartoum was mere window dressing. 
The expert soon realized that his position was a British pretense, and 
after a short while he returned to Egypt. The British even split the only 
remaining prestigious Egyptian spiritual position, which bonded Egypt 
and Sudan - the supreme justice (qadi al-qudat). The British strategy was 
clear: divide and rule to effect full separation. The British had taken pains 
to persuade the Sudanese that their separation from Egypt would lead to 
full independence. Sudanese were now offered jobs from which until 
recently they were barred. The British plan of granting Sudanese sepa¬ 
rate citizenship was part and parcel of the Sudanization process. There 
was no freedom of opinion and speech in Sudan, and any opposition 
to British objectives was harshly repressed. Britain ruled Sudan in a 
tyrannical manner no different than Mussolini or Hitler. The Muslim 
Brothers expected the world to show strong opposition to the British 
dictatorship in Sudan. 

Huddleston, the governor-general of Sudan, was regarded in Egypt as 
the architect of Sudanization and the driving force behind the British plot 
to sabotage the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. When 
it was announced on 15 March that he would end his term of office, 
many in Egypt heaved a sigh of relief. Academics and politicians believed 
that the Egyptian government should seize the opportunity and appoint 
an Egyptian or Sudanese as governor-general. Sayyid Sabri, an Egyptian 
jurist, maintained that since Nuqrashi’s government decided to transfer 
its dispute with Britain to the United Nations and declared that the 
1899 and 1936 treaties were no longer valid because they did not corres¬ 
pond with the UN Charter, Egypt should appoint an Egyptian as 
governor-general. The appointment of a British governor-general would 
continue Huddleston’s policy of destroying the unity of the peoples of the 
valley. Moreover, even the treaty of 1899 did not stipulate that Britain’s 
nominee for that post must be British.^^ Hanafi Mahmud Jum‘a, a lawyer 
and senior member of the Nationalist Party, espoused a similar view.^^ 
Ibrahim Shukri, the deputy chairman of Misr al-Fatat, went further, 
sending a telegram to the palace in which he demanded to pass the 
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following message to the king: “Egypt is waiting today for a notable royal 
decree appointing an Egyptian or Sudanese to the post of governor 
general of the Sudan.In addition, Ruz al-Yusuf devoted much atten¬ 
tion to the appointment of the new governor-general. 

The king and his government, however, did not yield to the pressure to 
nominate an Egyptian or Sudanese as governor-general. On 17 March 
1947, the king issued a royal decree appointing the British Robert Howe 
as Huddleston’s successor. The British project of Sudanization was 
gathering momentum.^® 

On 18 May, a few months before Egypt referred its dispute with 
Britain to the Security Council, Nuqrashi accused Britain of implement¬ 
ing a policy in Sudan designed to separate Sudan from Egypt. The 
unification of the Nile valley was the deep desire of the people of the 
valley. Under such unity, the Sudanese people would be able to manage 
their affairs independently as they wished. The British had no right to 
station troops in either Sudan or Egypt. 

Official correspondence between King Earuq and Syrian President 
Shukri al-Quwwatli as well as official Syrian documents shed new light 
on Britain’s efforts to weaken Egypt’s foothold in Sudan in mid-1947 
before the debate in the Security Council. Najib al-Armanazi, the Syrian 
ambassador to London, informed his superiors in Damascus that the 
British were willing to help King Earuq to establish his sovereignty over 
Libya on condition that he agree to the two following points: 

the final settlement of the Sudan question and the recognition of Great Britain’s 
privileged position in Tripolitania. Concluding an agreement on this matter is 
in the interest of Egypt itself from all points of view, for in this way Egypt would 
gain in the Sudan and in Libya something it could not even dream of. Also, the 
Arab point of view would gain considerably by suppressing the barrier imposed 
between the Arab countries and the countries of the Maghreb which remain 
under Erench influence and which we are wholly unable to liberate completely 
if they are not our neighbors.^® 

Referring to this proposal, Earuq told Quwwatli that the British machin¬ 
ations were intended to weaken Egypt’s position as far as Sudan was 
concerned and to direct Egypt’s wishes to other items. Moreover, stated 
Earuq, the British wanted to exploit our name and the crown at the same 
time to establish their sovereignty over Libya using Egypt “as a cover for 
their colonialist ambitions and that is what we absolutely refuse to coun¬ 
tenance. Also, they would like us to work to light the fire in North Africa 
and to distance France. It is something we would like and which we shall all 
force ourselves to do, but in the interests of the Arabs and not in the interest 
of Great Britain which considers itself the guardian of the Arabs. 
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On 14 September, shortly after the Egyptian failure in the UN, the vice 
governor-general of Sudan announced his government’s plan to advance 
the Sudanization of the administration. The Sudan government, it was 
noted, would swiftly implement its plan to establish a legislative assembly 
and executive council. 

As expected, the Egyptians were furious with the British declaration. 
Most Sudanese newspapers were not pleased with its content, asserted 
al-Ahram, referring to the stand taken by a variety of political groups, 
starting with the secretary of the Graduates’ General Congress, Muham¬ 
mad al-Eadly, who declared that “under no circumstances we would 
deviate from our intention to see the end of the condominium and the 
realization of the unity of the Nile valley even at the cost of [government] 
violence directed at us.” The newspaper al-Sawt wrote that because the 
Sudan government did not consult the Sudanese people before it pub¬ 
lished its intentions, the latter had the right to criticize its plan and even 
reject it. The Egyptian failure in the Security Council should have no 
effect on the desire to terminate the condominium. Sudanese political 
parties of all stripes, stressed al-Sawt, were determined to continue the 
jihad until their goals were achieved. The New Sudan newspaper took a 
similar appro ach."^^ 

On 28 October 1947, the pro-Wafdist paper al-Balagh, in its promin¬ 
ent column “Safhat Wadi al-Nil” (Nile Valley Page), protested the Sudan 
government’s ban on its publication in Sudan. Al-Balagh asserted that 
the British, who pretended to be democratic, banned al-Balagh because 
they concluded that the anti-imperialist paper, as the chief propagandist 
of the unity of the Nile valley, was sabotaging British separatist efforts."*^ 
Al-Balagh called upon the people of the Nile valley to launch a jihad 
against the British as the only way to stop their ugly democratic playact¬ 
ing in Sudan. The nationalist partisans of unification should take vigor¬ 
ous action to win the support of those Sudanese who allied themselves 
with British imperialism in the naive belief that the latter would grant 
them separate independence. The British misled and deceived the inter¬ 
national community and some Sudanese by stating that their goal was to 
prepare the Sudanese people for self-government, using their Sudaniza¬ 
tion scheme to support their deceptive claim. However, the people of the 
Nile valley could no longer rely on support from the outside; rather they 
must take matters into their own hands. 

Al-Balagh expressed satisfaction with the decision made by Hizb 
al-Ashiqqa’ (the Brothers Party) to dispatch a delegation to the United 
States and some European countries to advocate for the unity of the Nile 
valley. The paper urged members of the delegation to “open the eyes 
of world public opinion to the deviltry of imperialism in the Sudan.” 
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The Egyptian government, which was tacitly cooperating with the Suda- 
nization policy, should be inspired by al-Ashiqqa’s move and do the same 
by launching a public relations campaign worldwide to promote the legal 
and historical rights of the peoples of the Nile valley to full sovereignty 
over their land. The UN experience, remarked al-Balagh, clearly showed 
the ignorance of countries worldwide to the complex issue of the Nile 
valley. Moreover, the world should realize that the Sudan government as 
well as major Sudanese institutions were totally dominated by British 
officials who served London. The real purpose of the British was to 
divide Sudan into two entities - North and South Sudan - shaped and 
constructed in accordance with British interests."^"^ The paper reported 
that Sudanese who served in the public service complained that the 
British were campaigning aggressively to root out their culture, including 
the scorning of Islam - the common religion of the people of the valley. 
The British took pains to disseminate their ideas and values by founding 
and managing schools, through which they imposed the British educa¬ 
tional system upon the people of the valley."*^ 

In its column “Safhat Wadi al-Nil,” al-Balagh placed greater emphasis 
on the voices of unionists representing the educated class from within 
Sudan. For instance, in December 1947, it closely monitored the interro¬ 
gation of Muhammad Amin al-Husayni, a lawyer and editor of the paper 
Sawt al-Sudan, by the Khartoum police, following an article he published 
under the heading “The Head of the Beast” (Ra’s al-Hayya). Husayni 
was questioned, inter alia, by his interrogators: 

Q: What was the meaning of the wording “by these Satans”? 

Answer: Imperialism. 

Q: Did you mean the English? 

Answer: Yes. 

Q: And what did you mean by using the wording “it would happen just by 
means of proper Jihad”? 

Answer: Resistance to imperialism by all possible means. 

Q: When you wrote “Jihad” did you mean war? 

Answer: Yes, if possible. 

Q: What did you mean by saying “his satanic interests”? 

Answer: The plundering of the liberties of groups of peoples and the military 
and economic occupation of their land. 

Q: What was your meaning by saying “those who bound themselves to the 
imperialist wagon”? 

Answer: The elements who call themselves “freedom fighters.” 

Q: What did you mean by saying “the methods employed by imperialism”? 
Answer: Anti-Egyptian attacks through newspapers used by the British in 
the Sudan. 
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Q: Don’t you think this article may result in growing hatred directed at the Front 

struggling for independence? 

Answer: The criticism is mutual ... I don’t understand why the [Sudan] 
government made the efforts to protect that Front from criticism. 
People should understand what they want. 

The purpose of the interrogation was clear: the British officials in Sudan, 
who took pains to advance Sudanization and subsequently separa¬ 
tion, had a twofold tactic: first, to encourage separatist and anti-unionist 
trends in Sudan; and second, to discourage and intimidate unionists and 
pro-Egyptian elements, who acted against British interests.^® Al-Balagh 
disputed the international legality of the legislation issued by the Sudan 
government in relation to the implementation of Sudanization. The 
1899 treaty granted the governor-general the authority to administer 
Sudan, but not sovereign powers. Sudan was not a British colony. The 
Ottoman firmans (orders issued by the sultan), which had legal validity 
until the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire, were taken over by the 
Egyptian king. Therefore, any legislation in Sudan should be subject 
to the king’s agreement. Accordingly, Egypt had the prerogative to 
introduce legal reforms. 

Egypt remonstrated that the process of Sudanization, particularly as 
implemented by Huddleston, was not intended to improve Sudanese 
welfare or to advance them toward self-government. Those Sudanese 
qualified to occupy administrative posts were usually given junior pos¬ 
itions under full British control and supervision. Moreover, the senior 
jobs staffed by British were not included in the Sudanization plans. 
The Sudan government had an ulterior motive - cutting off Sudan from 
Egypt. The British employed a divide-and-rule method not only in the 
sphere of civil posts but also in the field of religion. They usurped the 
highest religious-judicial post, traditionally occupied by an Egyptian, and 
transferred it to a Sudanese proxy under the pretext of Sudanization."^® 

Nuqrashi too dwelled on this issue. He was very critical of the 
governor-general of Sudan for his constant effort to diminish Egypt’s 
role in the condominium by replacing senior Egyptian officials with 
Sudanese and, by doing so, advancing British separatist policy. A case 
in point was the governor-general’s decision not to renew the term of 
Sheikh Hasan Ma’mun, an Egyptian who served as the supreme justice in 
the Sudan government, beyond January 1947. Ma’mun was to be 
replaced by a Sudanese judge. Sheikh al-Tahir, who was depicted as 
“well-experienced in Sudanese Sharia courts.” Tahir had served in the 
legal department of the Sudan government as a junior judge on sharia 
affairs; he excelled and was appointed in 1941 inspector general of the 
sharia courts all over Sudan. In 1942 he became the Sudan mufti, and 
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in early 1947, in addition to his mufti duty, he acted as Ma’mun’s 
deputy. In an effort to make the governor-general reconsider his deci¬ 
sion, Nuqrashi held talks with the British ambassador to Cairo, during 
which he stressed the significance of that position in maintaining the 
strong and inseparable spiritual and religious bonds between Egypt and 
Sudan. These bonds were also related to the application of sharia law in 
Sudan. Egypt, emphasized Nuqrashi, had no intention to deprive the 
Sudanese of their right to hold senior positions, and therefore, his gov¬ 
ernment was willing to pay the salary of the Egyptian supreme justice and 
also appoint a Sudanese judge to a senior position in the sharia courts in 
Sudan and thus increase the number of Sudanese serving in the courts. 
The British ambassador promised to bring Nuqrashi’s proposal to the 
attention of the Eoreign Office.^® 

Nevertheless, Nuqrashi’s efforts were in vain. Persuaded by James 
Robertson, civil secretary to the Sudan government, who was determined 
to go ahead with the plan, London, which had, until then, wanted to 
avoid further strife with Egypt over Sudan, approved Tahir’s nomination. 
In October 1947, the Sudan government announced that Sheikh Ahmad 
al-Tahir, the Sudan mufti, was to replace Ma’mun. The British Sudani- 
zation plan was gathering momentum. 

As early as 1948, the governor-general of Sudan enacted an ordi¬ 
nance setting up the legislative assembly and an executive council to 
advise the governor-general. The legislative assembly, which was elected 
directly and indirectly, was completely Sudanese (except for four British 
members), and the majority of the executive council was also Sudanese. 
Still, the governor-general enjoyed supreme authority, which allowed 
him to overrule decisions made by the two Sudanese institutions. In 
addition, the British reserved the most important posts for themselves - 
the civil, financial, and legal secretaryships. More importantly, not all 
Sudanese parties cooperated with the governor-general’s program. The 
Khatmiyya, originally a Sufi order dominated by the Mirghani family that 
became an influential religious-political group during the condominium 
period and favored some form of association with Egypt, boycotted both 
institutions, thus creating a situation whereby the newly formed state 
authorities were not truly representative of the entire Sudanese political 
spectrum.^^ It was only in 1950 that the governor-general managed to 
appoint a commission of fourteen members drawn from all political 
parties including the Khatmiyya (the pro-unionist Ashiqqa’ remained 
outside) to recommend amendments to the constitution.^^ 

The advisory council for northern Sudan began its discussions in early 
March 1948, on the bill related to the formation of the legislative and the 
executive councils. When the issue of the relations between the Sudan 
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government and the governments of Britain and Egypt was raised, the 
advisory council chairman remarked that the legislative council would be 
entitled to discuss these relations, yet would be prohibited from enacting 
laws that would affect them. Sudan was not a sovereign state and there¬ 
fore could not ratify treaties with foreign countries. However, economic 
agreements should - according to the legal advisor - not require special 
legislation, and the council could approve them. Every bill discussed in 
the legislative council would still have to be presented to both the 
Egyptian and the British governments for ratification before becoming 
law. At the end of deliberations, the advisory council expressed its basic 
agreement to the formation of the new councils, yet called to make sure 
that at least half of its members would be Sudanese and that the executive 
council would include Sudanese ministers. The Sudan government was 
asked to implement the Executive and Legislative Councils bill as soon as 
possible, and the law took effect on 19 June 1948.^^ The new consti¬ 
tutional reform left the supreme authority in the hands of the governor- 
general. He could appoint or discharge ministers and approve or cancel 
laws promulgated by the legislative council. Moreover, he was the 
supreme commander of the armed forces. The new constitutional reform 
satisfied neither Sudanese nor Egyptians. An era of Sudanese social and 
political discontent had begun. 

The Egyptian government refused to ratify the new constitutional 
reform in Sudan. It argued that the reform, introduced by the 
governor-general without asking its approval, contravened the condo¬ 
minium treaty, as the governor-general was subservient to both the 
Egyptian and the British crowns. The Egyptians therefore refused to 
participate in the executive council, which was to replace the governor- 
general’s council. The bone of contention touched on two central issues: 
first, the Egyptians were offered two seats only - irrigation and economy. 
They wanted equal representation to the British (the executive council 
was to have twelve to fifteen members, at least half of them Sudanese). 
Second, the British wanted a twenty-five-year transitional period, during 
which Sudan would be administered in line with the 1899 treaty, whereas 
the Egyptians agreed to a transitional period of three years only, during 
which the Sudanese would be prepared by Egypt toward self-government 
and thereafter manage their own affairs within the framework of the unity 
of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. 

Neither the British government nor the governor-general paid particu¬ 
lar attention to the Egyptian government’s remonstration. The newly 
elected legislative council assembled for its first meeting on 16 December 
1948. Most of Sudan’s main political parties boycotted the elections. 
The pro-unionist parties launched an anti-government campaign, and 
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leading figures such as Azhari were arrested. This was followed by social 
discontent manifested by waves of workers’ strikes, which continued 
in 1950.^^ 

Among the pro-unionists, who led the anti-British struggle in both 
Egypt and Sudan, was Tawfiq Ahmad al-Bakri, a preeminent poet and 
leading Sudanese intellectual, who had been educated in Egyptian insti¬ 
tutions and was in close working relations with Taha Husayn and other 
renowned Egyptian intellectuals. Commenting on the recent develop¬ 
ments in Sudan he condemned the anti-democratic actions taken by the 
British to punish large segments of Sudanese society, who boycotted the 
elections to the legislative council, as well as demonstrators and strikers. 
The elections were a failure since only nineteen percent of the Sudanese 
participated - proving the inadequacy of the new constitutional reform 
designed to perpetuate British rule over Sudan. The desire to see the 
unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown was shared by most 
Sudanese people, who boycotted the elections and expressed willingness 
to have neither the current administration nor the new legislative council 
in Sudan. The world should know that the British had constantly dif¬ 
fused lies saying that the Sudanese were against union with Egypt. 
Political instability and social discontent would continue to prevail in 
that part of the world as long as the international community would not 
force the British to withdraw from the Nile valley.^® 

‘Ali Mahir, a former prime minister and King Earuq’s confidant, 
rejected offhandedly what he deemed as British Sudanization maneuvers, 
which were doomed to failure because the inhabitants of the Nile valley 
had a different agenda. He called upon both Egyptians and Sudanese to 
define first the common goals of the valley and then piece them together 
in “a covenant for the liberation of the valley.” Egypt, he stated, did not 
wish to seize full control over Sudan but to share power with the Sudan¬ 
ese based on devotion and loyalty to a single homeland. Mahir’s views 
were not exceptional and presented the Egyptian national consensus on 
the Sudan question: 

If I were a Sudanese native, I would do everything in my power to be tied with 
Egypt regardless of my love for freedom and independence ... I believe that the 
Sudan can gain its freedom only through Egypt ... the future of Egypt and 
the Sudan is a unified government. When Egypt demands unity it calls for the 
liberation of the Sudan because the latter’s land is part of the homeland - the 
Sudanese and Egyptians are one people - the people of the Nile valley ... Sudan 
and Egypt constitute the southern and northern regions of the valley. Sudanese 
and Egyptians are partners in power - there is no ruler-and-ruled relationship - 
their rights and duties are equal - they constitute one people whose loyalty is to 
one throne that is of King Earuq.^^ 
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The Egyptian government refused to take part in the executive council. 
Two positions previously occupied by Egyptians - controllers of educa¬ 
tion and economy in Sudan - remained unoccupied. Al-Ahram urged the 
government to appoint two worthy Egyptians to these important posts, 
otherwise Egypt’s centrality and interests in Sudan would be harmed. 
Traditionally, the economic expert was responsible for fostering eco¬ 
nomic and commercial relations between Egypt and Sudan. In the field 
of education Egypt had played a pivotal role in nurturing and developing 
the Sudanese educational system and should not write off its achieve¬ 
ments and let the British sabotage Egypt’s interests by taking control of 
this “delicate and sensitive” field. Official Egyptians in Sudan should 
treat and regard Sudanese as brothers and be familiar with their social 
customs and integrate into their everyday life.^® 

One of the issues that caused confusion amongst pro-unionist Sudan¬ 
ese was the Egyptian law of citizenship and its application to Sudanese 
living in Egypt. A case in point was the candidacy of Sudanese to the 
Egyptian parliament in the coming elections (January 1950). In an article 
published in al-Ahram by Riyad al-Shams on the candidacy of Sudanese 
to the Egyptian parliament, he argued that they should first declare their 
Sudanese citizenship. This in fact ran counter to the Egyptian law of 
citizenship, which did not differentiate between Egyptian and Sudanese, 
granting both equal political and civil rights. ‘Ali al-Barir, an advocate 
of the unity of the Nile valley and a member of the Sudanese delega¬ 
tion, condemned Shams for going too far with his statement - even 
the British did not dare to promulgate a Sudanese law of citizenship 
because they were restricted by the 1899 treaty. The distinction made by 
Shams between Sudanese and Egyptian citizenship was meaningless. 
The entrance of Sudanese candidates to the Egyptian parliaments 
would be vivid proof that the unity between the two sides of the valley 
was an eternal phenomenon - a hard blow to British imperialism, 
asserted Barir.^® 

By late 1951, the Egyptian Wafd government viewed the Sudanization 
project as a complete failure as far as the development and progress of 
Sudan were concerned. A pamphlet issued by the Nahhas government 
under the title The Egyptian Question 1882—1951 was a severe indictment 
against the British long- and short-term policies toward Sudan. Under 
the camouflage of “protection” the British created divisions between the 
people of Sudan, asserted the Egyptian government. Moreover, after fifty 
years of “almost” exclusive British administration, the record of achieve¬ 
ments in the field of education was poor - 95 percent remained illiterate. 
Industry was not developed at all, and there was no progress in the field 
of agriculture. The Sudan government created an educational system 



148 


The Struggle for Sudan 


that would perpetuate the state of dependency of the Sudanese on their 
British masters. Very few were entitled to become bureaucrats or minor 
officials. British officials in Sudan took pains, by means of propaganda 
and other methods, to neutralize and root out large segments of Sudan¬ 
ese, who demanded the unity of the Nile valley: “In the mosques the 
traditional weekly prayer for the legitimate Sovereign was suppressed. 
Severe censorship has been established to ban all newspapers - whether 
Egyptian or Sudanese - if they expressed an opinion or supplied infor¬ 
mation not endorsed by the British administration of the Sudan. 

As part of their segregation policy, the Nahhas government asserted, 
the British raised obstacles to diminish and subsequently stop natural 
Egyptian immigration to Sudan. They prevented the development of 
modern means of communications between the northern and southern 
parts of the valley. The post of qadi al-qudat - a religious function that 
symbolized the spiritual bonds between Sudanese and Egyptians - was 
taken away by the British and was transferred to local Sudanese. Egypt’s 
rights based on the 1899 and 1936 treaties were denied. Egyptian offi¬ 
cials were not allowed to enter Sudan. Those Egyptians who used to 
occupy high positions in the Sudan administration were gradually 
removed. The British hindered the natural cultural relations between 
Egypt and Sudan, and opposed Egypt’s efforts to develop the field of 
public health in Sudan. The British goal was to create a separate Sudan¬ 
ese nationality and encourage Sudan to secede from Egypt. The British 
also employed a policy of dividing the northern and southern parts of 
Sudan. Egypt, for its part, made no distinction between an Egyptian and 
a Sudanese. Thus, for instance, Sudanese could aspire to occupy the 
highest functions in Egypt including undersecretaries of state, distin¬ 
guished civil servants, and high-ranking military officers.®' 

The allegations and assertions made by the Egyptian government were 
arguable. However, despite the fact that the British were the dominant 
party in the condominium rule, Egypt could not plead blamelessness 
since it also bore some responsibility for the general development of 
Sudan since the early nineteenth century. As future events were to demon¬ 
strate, the Sudanization program with all its faults was a catalytic agent 
in creating the required conditions for Sudanese independence. The 
following section discusses the politics of education within Sudan and 
its effect on the development of Sudanese territorial nationalist awareness. 


Who Is a Better Educator? Anglo-Egyptian Rivalry 
and Sudanese Education 

As we have seen, much scholarly attention has been lavished upon the 
relations between Great Britain and Egypt from the beginning of the 
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condominium (1899) in Sudan up until the Suez Crisis (1956). Most of 
the studies have focused on the political aspects of this complex relation¬ 
ship, whereas the education system in Sudan has usually been mentioned 
marginally, in the broader context of British or Egyptian activity in 
Sudan. A relatively small number of studies have discussed more specif¬ 
ically the matter of the historical development of the education system in 
Sudan during this period, focusing on the changes in education policy in 
both the northern and the southern regions of Sudan. 

There have also been several studies of the influence of political, 
economic, and administrative developments on the progression of the 
education system in Sudan. Foremost among these is Mohamed Omer 
Beshir’s comprehensive book Educational Development in the Sudan, 

1898- 1956.^^ Also noteworthy is Lilian Passmore Sanderson and Neville 
Sanderson’s book Education, Religion and Politics in Southern Sudan 

1899- 1964,^'^ which focuses primarily on the more underdeveloped 
southern Sudan, where the level of education was far inferior to that of 
the north, the location of the civil service. Its main focus is on adminis¬ 
trative developments and, above all, studying the politics of education. 
Iris Seri-Hersch examines the restructuring of the relationships between 
Britain and its colonies and the profound impact it had for Sudanese 
politics and education during and after World War II. Her study focuses 
on the politics of literacy in the last decade of the condominium regime 
(1946-1956).®^ Heather Sharkey shows that the founding of Gordon 
Memorial College in 1902 was motivated primarily by politics rather 
than by financial considerations. True, the college served as a training 
ground for the bureaucracy, but more significantly, it served as “crucible 
for nationalism.”®® The graduates of Gordon College were the bearers 
of modern Sudanese nationalism and were groomed for government 

67 

service. 

These studies, however, did not consider the development of the 
educational system in Sudan in the broader political context of the 
escalating rivalry between Britain and Egypt for influence in Sudan in 
the latter years of World War II and its immediate aftermath. The 
remaining part of the chapter aims to bridge the lacuna left by these 
previous studies and to contextualize the developments in Sudanese 
education between 1943 and 1953 as a facet of the Anglo-Egyptian 
political struggle over the determination of the future destiny of this 
region. At first the discussion focuses on the interplay between British 
educational policy and foreign policy in Sudan, relying mostly on pri¬ 
mary British archival material unavailable to the mentioned studies. In 
this section we will see that British education policy in Sudan was partly 
driven by altruistic motivations and considerations of pertinent needs. 
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but also, and primarily, by broader British interests in the Middle East 
and colonial Africa. The development of the Sudanese educational 
system was an integral part of the British policy of Sudanization, which 
was designed to neutralize Egyptian ambitions to unify the Nile valley. 
The last section of the chapter presents the Egyptian response to the 
British practices. 


Sowing the Seeds of Sudanese Nationalism: Colonialist 
Politics of Education 

The issue of “mass education” in African societies was addressed in 
a profound report by the Advisory Committee on Education in the 
Colonies on 31 December 1943. The committee’s findings noted that 
investment in education should be directed to both adults and youth, 
estimating that it would be possible to “eradicate ignorance in the 
colonies” within twenty to thirty years with the proper institutional 
support.®® 

It is worth noting that this report did not constitute a reversal of 
longstanding educational policy in the colonies. Thus, for example, a 
pamphlet published by the Sudan government bearing the title The 
Sudan: A Record of Progress, 1898-1947 noted that the British director 
of the education office in Sudan had already determined in 1900 the 
objectives of his office were as follows: 

1. The provision of vernacular schools to diffuse elementary education 
among the masses to enable them to understand the elements of the 
system of government. 

2. The creation of a technical school to train a small class of competent 
artisans. 

3. The beginning of primary schools with classes for the training of 
schoolteachers and headmasters to produce a small administrative 
class for entry to the government service. 

Yet, there was considerable delay in the effort to realize these objectives, 
due to budgetary constraints in the various departments, as well as 
hindrances stemming from the particular character of the locals. As 
additional resources were eventually found, the local population’s con¬ 
sciousness of the need for education on numerous levels advanced. 
Already in the 1930s, there was substantial progress in the building of 
the general education system in Sudan, as reflected in the gradual but 
systematic entrance of trained Sudanese into positions in the civil service. 
The objective and subjective difficulties engendered by World War II did 
not impinge on the development and progress of the education system. 
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The report divided Sudan into two educational districts - the north 
and the south. In both districts non-governmental schools functioned 
prior to the arrival of the British, established and operated by foreign 
communities or by Sudanese initiatives, and constituted an impor¬ 
tant contribution to the education system in Sudan. Moreover, in the 
decade preceding the report, secondary schools were established upon 
Sudanese initiative; in 1947 there were estimated to be nine of these. 
In addition, two non-governmental Sudanese high schools were estab¬ 
lished. The report highly estimated the value of these schools, with the 
government assisting them by means of scholarships, advice, guidance, 
and supervisory staff. 

In the period preceding the arrival of the British in Sudan, there were 
numerous kuttab (Khalwa - Islamic elementary schools) in the villages, 
which taught Quran and offered a rather limited curriculum and inferior 
logistical infrastructure. Such schools were active in Sudan before the 
country was occupied by Muhammad ‘Ali. However, the latter’s educa¬ 
tional policy was to encourage the continuity of such institutions as he 
gave grants to local schools and trained religious teachers (fekis). He also 
introduced the Sudanese to agricultural studies, and the Sudan gov¬ 
ernment employed those who graduated from Egyptian institutions. 
Many Sudanese conducted their religious studies in al-Azhar with the 
Egyptian government subsidizing their studies. In 1853, Khedive Abbas 
(1848-1854) established the first modern primary school in Khartoum 
similar to those that existed in Egypt. However, the school was closed a 
year later.^^ Under Khedive Isma'il (1863-1879), the development of 
the education system in Sudan gathered momentum. More Sudanese 
were admitted to al-Azhar, and seven primary schools were established 
between 1863 and 1865, at Khartoum (124 students), Berber, Dongula, 
Kordufan, Kassala, Suakin, and Sennar (75 students in each). These 
schools were based on the Egyptian system and were supervised by the 
Egyptian department of education. In addition, two vocational training 
schools were established in 1870. Education in the field of agriculture 
also developed considerably. Khedive Tawfiq (1879-1892) continued to 
develop the educational system, and the highlight of his period was the 
foundation of the school of medicine and pharmacy. Beshir concluded 
that the Turco-Egyptian rule laid the foundation for the development of 
modern education in Sudan. 

The first measure implemented by British authorities upon their arrival 
was an effort to improve these schools by giving simple methodology 
courses to teachers who showed promise and by providing direct super¬ 
vision and monetary support. Later, in 1934, schools were established 
in the villages, which integrated some of the functions that the kutab had 
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filled. They were funded and controlled by the district administrative 
authorities, who were subordinate to the state education system. In 
1947 there were 239 of these schools, each with 50 pupils. This number 
would grow to 460 within a few years. 

One of the aims of the elementary schools was to provide a more 
balanced education to those children who did not want or were unable 
to continue their schooling to the secondary level. According to the 
education plan for the years 1947-1956, 56 percent of the children in 
the cities and 29 percent in rural areas would be integrated into the 
elementary school system. The number of elementary schools for girls 
also grew substantially in subsequent years, reaching 69 in 1947. In 
addition, three secondary schools were established, and a high school 
was in the process of being established. The first woman admitted to 
Gordon College in 1946 was a landmark for girls’ education.^® 

As a rule, most of the secondary schools were not state-run, and the 
level of instruction at the beginning was inferior. In the elementary 
schools, here too there was a shortage of qualified teachers. After 
1932 there was some improvement, and in 1947 there were already 
thirteen state secondary schools, and the outlook for further growth 
was promising. 

Gordon College was named after Charles Gordon (1833-1885), a 
British general who was active in the Egyptian and British governments 
in Sudan.The college opened in 1902 and included a vocational 
school, two elementary schools, and a small teacher training department. 
High school education began only in 1905 and constituted the main 
focus of the college from that point on. In 1946 another government 
school was opened in Hantub in the Blue Nile region, with 300 boarding 
students, and in 1949 another government high school was planned. It 
had been determined in 1938 that high school final examinations would 
follow the format of the Cambridge School Certificate Examination. In 
the first year the examinations were held, there was a substantial success, 
with 20 out of 22 students passing. In the first years of World War II the 
failures outnumbered the successes, but in the years following the war 
there was substantial improvement,’® as Table 4.1 shows. 


Table 4.1 Student Enrollment and Graduation, 1938—1946 



1938 

1939 

1940 

1941 

1942 

1943 

1944 

1945 

1946 

Enrolled 

22 

70 

81 

57 

61 

99 

101 

113 

123 

Graduates 

20 

25 

20 

33 

46 

56 

72 

81 

91 
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In terms of higher education, the Lord Kitchener Medical School 
was established in 1924, and selected teachers were sent for training at 
the American University of Beirut in that year as well. In subsequent 
years schools were established for the sciences, arts, engineering, veter¬ 
inary medicine, agriculture, medicine, law, and education. The Earl De 
La Warr Commission,^® which began operating in 1937, recommended 
making the Gordon College high school independent and turning the 
college into an institute of higher education, a sort of university. The 
college moved to a new campus in Wadi Sayedna, about 25 km from 
Khartoum, which included student dormitories. Due to wartime con¬ 
straints the implementation of the commission’s recommendations was 
deferred to the end of the war, and Gordon College in its new format 
was opened officially only in February 1945. 

All these aims were achieved in the northern part of Sudan. In south¬ 
ern Sudan, however, the educational picture was decidedly bleak. There 
was real difficulty building and developing the system there, since the 
south was, in many respects, more backward than the north, and the 
multiplicity of languages and dialects there did not facilitate the task. 
Although aware of the need to develop education in the south, the 
government did not do enough to change the situation. The government, 
which was situated in the north, focused its attention mainly on the 
development of that region. To develop education in the south, the 
government required appropriate human and material resources; as these 
were not available, they made in the meantime use of Christian mission¬ 
aries, some of whom were already active in the south. In 1925, the 
government appointed an educational supervisor to be based in the south 
for the purpose of advising and supervising the awarding of assistance 
grants for education. This measure brought substantial progress in the 
effort to build an education system in the south. Elementary schools were 
established, along with secondary schools and commerce schools. Those 
with relevant education were assigned to key positions, and teacher 
training facilities were improved. The increase in the number of super¬ 
visory staff enabled the government to tighten supervision of education. 
Thus, for example, an assistant to the government director of education 
was appointed in the southern district. The government also made efforts 
to improve the curricula as far as possible. Despite these efforts, a huge 
gap remained between the state of the education system in the south and 
that in the more developed north.®® 

On 11 February 1944, Christopher W. M. Cox, who was responsible 
for education in Sudan between 1937 and 1939, and who served as 
semi-private educational advisor to the colonial secretary, prepared a 
rather detailed report on the education system in Sudan. He submitted 
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this report to Douglas Newbold, head of the civil secretary office, who 
forwarded it to Sir Hubert Huddleston, the British governor-general of 
Sudan.Cox’s comprehensive report opened with an expression of great 
appreciation for the Sudan government, which, even in difficult wartime 
circumstances, continued to advance and develop education - post¬ 
secondary schools, high schools, secondary schools, and education for 
girls, all this despite the shortage of trained professional man power and 
the lack of proper facilities.®^ The body of the report analyzed the state of 
education in Sudan. Although an eight-year education plan (1938-1946) 
had been prepared in 1938,®^ and the process of reorganization of the 
schools of higher learning was supposed to have begun in the first stages 
of the plan, in actuality, Cox noted, they began operating only in 1941. 

Cox recommended that the British government compensate Sudan, 
even if only symbolically, for its contribution to the British war effort, by 
reopening Gordon College in the course of 1944. This important gesture 
should be accompanied by the extension of monetary scholarships simi¬ 
lar to those awarded in British colonies, even though Sudan did not have 
the status of a colony. The success of a “higher college” as an academic 
institution awarding advanced degrees largely depended on the nature 
and effectiveness of the recommendations of the Asquith Committee®^ - 
the ability to build a professional teaching and research faculty separate 
from the University of London - and the effectiveness of their implemen¬ 
tation in Sudan. 

Cox also recommended appointing a person of appropriate abilities 
and virtues to direct the college and creating the additional function of a 
deputy - someone well-versed in the ins and outs of Sudan - rather than 
the then-current function of assistant director. Cox recommended uni¬ 
fying all the institutions for higher education under a single aegis - the 
Gordon Memorial Higher College, which would operate in the “Gordon 
College Building.” The college should have an autonomous status free 
from government interference in its administration. This would enable 
the college to develop into one of the best institutions of higher learning 
in colonial Africa. He recommended applying the supervision procedures 
practiced in the Kitchener School of Medicine, as in other institutions of 
higher learning, involving annual audits by external, particularly British, 
professionals. These procedures had contributed greatly, in his estima¬ 
tion, to the development of the high standards and reputation of the 
school of medicine. As stated, in his view, the school of medicine ought 
to be integrated into a single college along with the schools of agriculture 
and engineering. Regarding the latter two, Cox considered their planning 
and reorganization to be among the most important achievements of the 
war period, along with the development of the technical schools.®^ 
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Gordon College: A Breeding Ground for 
Sudanese Nationalism 

Governor-General Huddleston was impressed by the Cox report and 
adopted its recommendations regarding Gordon College. In mid-June 
1944, he sent a letter to the British ambassador in Cairo, Lord Killearn, 
requesting a grant of £1 million from the British government for the 
academic and logistical needs of the renewed Gordon College in 
Khartoum. The ambassador forwarded the request to Foreign Secretary 
Eden, adding his own support and providing two reasons to approve it. 
First, from a practical point of view, it would greatly aid the development 
of the education system in Sudan. Second, from the political point of 
view, it would contribute to the improvement of relations with local 
power centers and constitute a gesture of gratitude to Sudan for its 
contribution to the British war effort.®® 

Huddleston opened his letter with the observation that the political 
awareness of the Sudanese had advanced impressively in recent years. He 
credited this to the participation of the Sudanese in the war, as opposed 
to the Egyptians, who had been passive in the battles the British had 
fought in the region. This state of affairs highlighted the difference 
between British relations with the Egyptians and with the Sudanese. 
Egyptian ties to Sudan, Huddleston wrote, were based on similar lan¬ 
guage and religion, close commercial ties, and, no less important, mutual 
dependence on the water of the Nile. Economically capable Sudanese, 
mainly from among the educated classes, had visited Egypt frequently 
during the war and were in closer contact than ever before with Egyptian 
politics and society. While many of them were put off by the corruption 
and inefficiency of the Egyptian administration, there was no doubt, in 
Huddleston’s view, that Egyptian political and religious propaganda in 
Sudan had a substantial degree of influence, and that Egyptian promises 
of aid, which had in the past met with Sudanese disregard, were being 
received with greater interest in recent times. Huddleston wrote that a 
separate Sudanese nationality was accepted as a fait accompli in Egypt, 
and noted the growing tendency to integrate Sudanese in various Egyp¬ 
tian frameworks on an equal basis. Moreover, Egypt even considered 
granting status of dominion to Sudan. Beyond this, the Egyptian offers of 
social services and material aid - such as the recent opening of the high 
school in Khartoum and the offer to establish a large Egyptian hospital in 
Sudan - as well as Egyptian promises to expand commerce with Sudan 
and increase the Sudanese share of profits in that commerce - all these 
could not but be attractive to a poorer country like Sudan. Despite this, 
Huddleston noted, most Sudanese looked suspiciously on Egyptian 
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overtures in Sudan, except for a small but significant group interested in 
deepening the ties with Egypt out of profit and utilitarian motives.®’ 

Despite this Egyptian initiative, argued Huddleston, the battle over 
Sudanese public opinion was not lost for Britain. Huddleston tried to 
persuade, by use of statistics, that the Sudanese contribution to the 
British war effort in terms of personnel and financial contributions was 
greater than that of any other territory in the Middle East (such as Egypt, 
Palestine, Syria, Iraq, and Iran), and was, therefore, worthy of notice and 
appreciation. Huddleston clarified that his request for economic assist¬ 
ance stemmed from political rather than financial considerations. In light 
of his estimation that Egypt would set the question of the future of Sudan 
at the top of its postwar agenda, compensating the Sudanese for their part 
in the war in material terms, to bolster the Sudan government’s efforts to 
reduce and weaken Egyptian propaganda and claims regarding the future 
of Sudan, took on greater urgency.®® 

Huddleston recommended that the British government provide a 
£1 million grant to be dedicated to Gordon College, intended to be 
reopened in its new format, integrating all the schools of higher learning. 
Investment in higher education would be a worthy objective for several 
reasons: first, without higher education it would not be possible to 
achieve self-rule; second, it was very important to the Sudanese intelli¬ 
gentsia; and third, much attention was given by the Colonial Office to 
higher education in other African territories. The Sudanese, in his esti¬ 
mation, were alert to the importance of higher education and derived a 
great deal of encouragement from Cox’s visit to Sudan in early 1944 and 
from his conclusions regarding this issue. Therefore, a £1 million grant, 
which would produce an annual dividend of 3 percent, i.e., £30,000, 
would be an important and constant financial contribution to the 
new college, thus achieving both objectives Huddleston had mentioned, 
i.e., a large and generous gesture by Britain to Sudan as a sign of 
gratitude for its part in the British war effort as well as a substantial 
material aid package that would help maintain and expand the education 
system throughout the country.®® 

Huddleston’s request was greeted with enthusiasm by Foreign Secretary 
Eden, who accepted all the governor-general’s arguments in support of 
extending the requested grant. Eden referred the request to the British 
Exchequer with a warm recommendation to approve the grant.®® A letter 
sent hy Sir Alexander Cadogan of the Foreign Office to Sir Richard Hopkins 
of the Exchequer stressed above all the political importance of the grant: 

That the Sudan has deserved well of us in this war is not open to doubt. That we 
should continue to play the dominant role in guiding the Sudan to nationhood 
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I regard as an axiom based on a worthy tradition of some forty-five years and on 
our own wider interests in Africa. That our position is about to be challenged by 
Egypt is evident from all reports reaching us. Defensive tactics against Egypt are 
not enough - though they may soon have to be adopted. What is required at this 
moment is a gesture which will appeal to the imagination of the Sudanese and 
convince them that we remote beings in London are no less interested in their 
welfare than in that of the colonies, and no less interested than the King or the 
politicians in Egypt.®' 

The supporters of the grant were in for a great disappointment, how¬ 
ever, when, several weeks later, the Exchequer denied the request due 
to the budget deficit. In his response to Cadogan, Hopkins explained 
that the British government was facing severe difficulties with any 
request for foreign aid funds. He also mentioned the difficulties of 
persuading the Americans of “the severity of our economic position 
if we continue dispensing moneys abroad as we were wont to do in 
the past.”®^ 

Douglas Newbold, the civil secretary in the Sudan government, 
expressed his frustration at the decision. In a letter to the British embassy 
in Cairo he suggested asking the Exchequer to reevaluate the issue of the 
grant. He felt that the denial of the grant was liable to harm British 
interests in Sudan and would disappoint the Sudanese, who would 
interpret it as ingratitude on Britain’s part. Newbold derided the 
Exchequer’s argument regarding the anticipated negative position of 
the United States, saying: “I thought the American thesis was that we 
[Britain] neglected and exploited our colonies.”®^ The embassy in Cairo 
replied that it had recently received instructions from the Eoreign Office 
to cut foreign expenditures as much as possible, except for vital projects. 
It would have to prove that denying the grant request would have a 
significant negative impact on the political situation in Sudan.®"’' 

Huddleston decided to take up the gauntlet and to try to prove that the 
grant was vital. In a letter to Killearn in Cairo on 7 December 1944 he 
vehemently reiterated the arguments he had raised in favor of the grant in 
his original request. He focused on the political aspects, i.e., the rivalry 
between British and Egyptian influence in Sudan. He reemphasized the 
sophisticated propaganda campaign Egypt was conducting in Sudan with 
the aim of gaining Sudanese support for Egypt’s future maneuvers 
regarding the dispensation of Sudan. To the descriptions of Egyptian 
activity in Sudan in his previous letter, he added data underscoring the 
urgency of the matter. Thus, for example, he argued that the cost of the 
high school the Egyptians had opened in Khartoum was £250,000, and 
the planned hospital was in the same cost range. Egypt also allowed 
Sudanese to study at Egyptian universities at no expense, and in 1943, 
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158 Sudanese students were estimated to have studied in Egypt at the 
expense of the Egyptian government. 

Most Sudanese, he noted, were not interested in being governed by 
Egypt and recalled with great revulsion the period of Egyptian rule, but 
there was a small minority with an Egyptian orientation. He supported 
his contention that denial of the grant request would cause much pain 
in Sudan with citations from the Sudanese press expressing cynicism 
regarding British promises. If the Sudanese concluded that the denial of 
the grant request reflected a weakened British interest in Sudan, they 
would look to Egypt for development aid. The Sudanese reaction to the 
denial of the grant would be exacerbated by daily press reports of British 
grants to various colonies in Africa, while the Sudanese were not entitled 
to similar grants because they were not officially a colony. It would create 
the perception that Britain considered them eligible to bear the full brunt 
of the war effort and send their men to the front, but not to receive the 
material aid others were receiving. In the war years they provided prod¬ 
ucts to the British army and the British supply office in Sudan at the 
lowest prices in the Middle East, thus contributing to significant savings 
for the British taxpayer. 

Huddleston concluded his letter with the warning that if the British 
government did not take advantage of this last opportunity and approve 
the grant, it would lose the battle for the hearts and minds of the 
Sudanese to the growing pressure of Egyptian propaganda. The British, 
by their denial, were liable to bring about the collapse of a forty-five-year 
project in which they had invested great effort and cause it to fall into the 
“corrupt and inefficient” hands of the Egyptians - as the Sudanese were 
not yet prepared to take their destiny into their own hands. 

Killearn agreed to Huddleston’s request to ask the Exchequer to 
reconsider its denial of the grant application. In a letter to Foreign 
Secretary Eden, Killearn reiterated and reinforced Huddleston’s argu¬ 
ments in favor of the grant. Killearn was of the opinion that Sudan’s 
“odd” international status, jointly administered by two countries and not 
defined as a British colony, did not imply that Sudan’s request for 
monetary aid for advancing higher education was less important than 
those of the colonies. He saw no reason to discriminate and deny the aid 
to Sudan because of its formal ineligibility for British aid. 

Killearn added additional data not mentioned in Huddleston’s letter 
regarding the activity, interest, and involvement of Egypt in Sudanese 
affairs. In Egypt, he explained, a serious proposal to establish a separate 
government ministry for Sudanese affairs, to be funded by the palace, 
was under consideration. He added that ‘Ali Barir, a Sudanese who 
advocated unification, had recently been nominated for the Egyptian 
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parliament. According to Killearn, the Egyptian press had recently been 
preoccupied with Sudanese affairs, infused with anti-British provocations 
and presenting a bleak picture of Britain’s involvement in Sudan. The 
victor in recent elections to the Graduates’ General Congress in Khar¬ 
toum was the party known for its admiration of Egypt and favoring full 
unification between Sudan and Egypt. Although the Graduates’ General 
Congress was not a representative body, Killearn stressed, the trend 
indicated by this election was worrying. In light of the above, Killearn 
requested that Eden undertake another and more serious consideration 
of the matter.®® 

Huddleston did not satisfy himself with these correspondences and felt 
he must preserve the momentum and not allow the matter to die out. He 
decided to appeal directly to the Exchequer, hoping that a personal 
approach might garner greater attention, even among the Exchequer 
bureaucrats with their reputation for intransigence. He directed his letter 
to John Anderson, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, whom he knew from 
their time together in government service in Calcutta, hoping personal 
contacts might also help.®^ Huddleston reiterated arguments made in 
his previous letters, and his concluding words focused on the strategic- 
political ramifications. From a realistic point of view, he reasoned, if 
Britain were not to provide the funding for higher education in Sudan, 
Egypt would be happy to do so, and this would likely impinge upon long¬ 
term British political and strategic interests: “if they [Sudanese] don’t 
like us they have got Egypt next door to them, far more akin in language, 
culture and religion than we can ever be.”®® 

The letter of response, which took a long time to arrive, was short and 
to the point. In his reply John Anderson wrote rather drily that all the 
former arguments for denying the grant request were still valid and to his 
great regret, with all good will, the decision could not be changed. He 
expanded a bit on the American connection, saying that the sum of 
money was not the primary problem, rather the way in which such a 
gesture would be understood in other places in the world, particularly in 
the United States: “Much as we would like to be independent of Ameri¬ 
can opinion, in such matters we cannot afford to move without carrying 
the Americans with us.”®® 

Anderson’s explanation accurately reflected the shift in the power 
relations among the great powers. The United States emerged from 
the war as a rising power, while Britain, in its own self-estimation as 
well, was in a process of decline and was alert to its dependence on 
the new hegemonic power in the Western camp, a dependence that 
would express itself in the economic and political international arenas. 
Huddleston, a retired British general with a rich imperial background. 
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was unsatisfied by Anderson’s reply. What dismayed him more than 
anything else were Anderson’s words regarding the United States: 
“I cannot imagine why we should have to pay such attention to American 
opinion,” remonstrated Huddleston angrily. 

In the first weeks of 1945 a concerted effort was made to obtain the 
desired grant despite the hurdles, on the occasion of the celebration of 
the reopening of Gordon College, scheduled for 20 February. However, 
these efforts did not bear fruit, and the Exchequer remained consistent in 
its denial. 

The new college was intended to be a university including the schools 
of arts, sciences, engineering, agriculture, administration, and policing, 
while maintaining a close relationship with the Kitchener Medical 
School, which was meant eventually to become an integral part of the 
college. This development was clearly a highlight in the annals of higher 
education in Sudan. 

At the opening ceremony, held as planned on 20 February, Huddle¬ 
ston gave an emotional speech. He began with an encomium to the 
memory and intellectual heritage of Charles George Gordon, after which 
he spoke of the journey of the college from its foundation - its beginnings 
as an elementary school, then as a secondary school and high school, to 
the stage where it was to become a university in the near future. To 
achieve that aim it would need to achieve a level of instruction and 
research on a par with other enlightened countries. This would largely 
depend upon the will and determination of the Sudanese. They must 
aspire to fill most of the university’s teaching and research positions, 
currently filled mostly by British and Egyptian faculty, with Sudanese 
graduates. Huddleston declared that from that moment on the college 
would become independent of the government and would be adminis¬ 
tered by a Sudan-based council and coordinating committee. Academic 
freedom, he stated, would be the guarantor of scientific success. Never¬ 
theless, the Sudan government would continue to support the college in 
every way possible to advance it to the desired goal. The government 
would continue to develop and nurture education on its lower levels. 

The smdent representative, Ibrahim Ahmad Ibrahim, extensively praised 
Britain and the Sudan government for their contribution to the develop¬ 
ment of education in Sudan and called on his fellows to make a supreme 
effort to achieve the level of higher learning and culture, which would 
enable the college to attain the stams of university. The burden of its 
development and advancement would be primarily on its graduates and 
educated people, who would need to lead the reforms vital for the extension 
of the success of this process to all aspects of life, and stressed the depend¬ 
ence of success upon the full cooperation of the general public. 
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The difficulties in the process of building the education system did not 
discourage the Sudan government, and the momentum of development 
was not weakened at all. To the contrary, in the latter half of 1945 the 
Sudan government, the British embassy in Cairo, and the Foreign Office 
could already present a record of proven success in the process of 
building, developing, and expanding the education system in Sudan. 
Another affirmation of this success was found in the positive assessment 
expressed in the Asquith Committee’s report, published in June 1945,^°^ 
which praised the plan to reopen Gordon College at the beginning of the 
year. This progress encouraged the advocates of the £1 million grant to 
renew their efforts in the hope that it could yet bear fruit. A campaign of 
persuasion, lobbying, and pressure on the Exchequer and the British 
government was redoubled by high-level British officials in Egypt, 
Sudan, and the Eoreign Office in London. They reiterated the reper¬ 
cussions of the grant on the future development of education in Sudan 
and the moral and political considerations behind the need to award the 
grant. These efforts eventually did avail, and in 1946 the British govern¬ 
ment decided to award the sum of £2 million to Sudan, justifying this 
measure as a gesture of gratitude to the Sudanese people for their 
contribution to the British war effort. Half of the sum was transferred 
by the Sudan government to Gordon College for the purposes for which 
the grant had initially been requested. 


Picking Up the Gauntlet: Egyptian Countermeasures 
in the Sphere of Education 

In the early years of the condominium, Egypt ran schools for children 
of its functionaries in addition to the few schools run by the Coptic 
community living mainly in northern Sudan. The Coptic community 
increased significantly following a wave of migration from north to south 
in the early nineteenth century as a result of the Egyptian occupation. 
At the time, the Coptic schools admitted a small number of Sudanese 
students. The situation for Sudanese students in government schools was 
no better, as there was a disproportional number of Egyptian students. 
Thus, for instance, in 1911, 108 out of 241 students in the Khartoum 
primary school were Egyptians. The state of the educational system 
in Sudan was wretched and backward, and until 1913, the Egyptian 
government granted the Sudan government a certain amount to cover 
the annual deficit that hindered further development of education in 
the country. 

Following the assassination of Lee Stack in 1924, the British expelled 
Egyptian functionaries from Sudan, among them many schoolteachers. 
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In addition, Sudanese were prohibited from joining non-governmental 
schools. However, the 1936 Anglo-Egyptian treaty marked the gradual 
return of Egyptian teachers to Sudan and more involvement in Sudanese 
educational affairs. Sudanese were again allowed to attend Egyptian 
schools. A report prepared by the Egyptian government in 1937 empha¬ 
sized the urgent need to train Sudanese teachers in Arabic, particularly at 
the intermediate schools and Gordon College. Egypt was willing to 
provide the required quota of highly qualified teachers. 

The Egyptians were indeed very much involved in Sudanese educa¬ 
tional affairs in the late 1930s and the World War II years. They took 
advantage of the fact that the Sudan government was reluctant to 
advance secondary education. The Egyptian plan to establish a new 
secondary school in Khartoum was coolly received by the Sudan govern¬ 
ment. The latter feared such a school would be used to advance Egypt’s 
political goals. However, the British tactic of procrastination came to an 
end with the establishment of the King Earuq secondary school in the 
mid-1940s. By then the number of Sudanese attending Egyptian schools 
in Sudan was around 1,500. In addition, by 1946 the number of students 
in the Coptic schools had increased to 3,000, with 50 percent of them 
being Sudanese (compared to 20 percent Sudanese out of 1,737 students 
in 1936).^°® 

In 1940 the Sudan government lifted its restrictions on Sudanese 
pursuing higher education in Egyptian institutions. The Egyptian gov¬ 
ernment offered full scholarships, and in 1942 the GGC was involved 
in the selection of worthy students for these institutions. In 1943 
the number of Sudanese studying in Egypt reached 594; 36 of them 
studied at university and 95 in secondary schools, while the majority 
attended al-Azhar. As part of its warm hospitality policy, the Egyp¬ 
tian government sponsored the Sudan House in Cairo - a hostel to 
accommodate Sudanese students. The Anglo-Egyptian rivalry over 
the development and direction of the Sudanese educational system 
intensified in the 1940s.^°^ 

It is noteworthy that in its first months in power, the Wafd government 
(1942-1944) was mainly preoccupied with consolidating its control 
domestically following the unpopular measures taken by the British to 
instate Mustafa al-Nahhas as prime minister. As mentioned, the imme¬ 
diate threat for Egypt, at the time, was the advancement of the Nazi and 
Eascist forces in the Western Desert. The Sudan issue did not occupy a 
central place on the government agenda, with one exception - the minis¬ 
try of education. The latter was the only office to correspond officially 
with the Sudan Congress Committee in Cairo, discussing the advance¬ 
ment of two educational projects that are particularly noticeable: one of 
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them was the creation of a Sudan chair or institute at Fu’ad I University. 
Seminal intellectuals such as Taha Husayn showed interest in the pro¬ 
ject, as well as Ali Ibrahim, the university’s rector, and Prince Omar 
Toussoun (‘Umar Tusun) . The second project was the opening of an 
Egyptian secondary school in Sudan. The government included for that 
purpose a sum of £8,700 in the 1943 budget, and arrangements to 
facilitate the realization of the project were slowly made.^^° 

In September 1943, the Egyptian ministry of education announced 
that “entrance by Sudanese to Egyptian schools would henceforth be 
easier” and that there would be no restriction on the number of Sudanese 
students who could be admitted each year. The ministry also delegated 
Egyptian professors to give lectures at Khartoum before potential candi¬ 
dates. The British Sudan agent in Cairo concluded that Egypt’s educa¬ 
tional projects in Sudan were purely motivated by political interests and 
not by any desire to help the Sudanese."^ 

The Wafd government’s long-term educational projects materialized 
in the postwar period. During a visit to Sudan in January 1946, Dr. ‘Abd 
al-Razzaq Sanhuri, the minister of education, celebrated the launch of 
several new Egyptian schools in Sudan. On 8 January he opened the new 
Faruq School and met with Sudanese from all walks of life. The visit 
intended to tighten relations with educated Sudanese, to learn of Sudan’s 
educational requirements, and to learn how Egypt could improve and 
deepen its involvement in and contribution to the development of 
Sudanese education on all levels. The minister’s delegation realized that 
much work should be done in Sudan and that they had little knowledge 
about average Sudanese citizens and their basic needs. Egypt should 
nurture and tighten its cultural and economic relations with Sudan. 
The delegation concluded that the Sudanese people in both the northern 
and the southern regions were sympathetic toward Egypt. The opening 
of new schools by Egypt left a strong impression on Sudanese, com¬ 
mented a British report. 

The Egyptian ministry of education realized that more infrastructure 
work was essential to create conducive conditions to the deepening of 
Egypt’s influence in Sudan. Solid cultural bonds were of the utmost 
importance in advancing the project of the unity of the Nile valley. 
Egyptians and Sudanese should get acquainted with each other’s 
customs and cultures - they should believe in uniflcation as a natural 
course of development. The minister probed the possibility of forming a 
high-ranking committee (with himself included) to organize exchange 
visits of cultural missions between the two countries. He also examined 
the possibility of reciprocal recognition of education certificates and the 
options of fostering cultural relations in general with Sudan. 
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Table 4.2 Figures of Pupils in Non-Government 
Schools, 1933-1946 



Number 

of Boys 

Number 

of Girls 

Total 

Number 

Number 

of Sudanese 

1933 

2,005 

1,966 

3,971 

1,340 

1935 

2,793 

2,288 

5,081 

1,579 

1936 

3,152 

2,195 

5,347 

2,200 

1937 

3,732 

2,478 

6,210 

2,092 

1938 

4,397 

2,622 

7,019 

3,345 

1946 

8,707 

3,560 

12,267 

8,700 


The Sudanese educated class manipulated the Anglo-Egyptian rivalry 
to advance Sudanese education. After the conclusion of the treaty of 
1936 both Britain and Egypt were praised for their contribution to the 
development of education, yet they both were asked to invest more 
material and spiritual/ideational resources. They knew that the treaty 
gave the Egyptians more room for maneuver in Sudanese affairs com¬ 
pared to the pre-1936 state of affairs, in which Egypt’s steps in Sudan 
were restricted and closely monitored by Britain. Indeed, there was 
a marked increase in the involvement of the Egyptian authorities in 
Sudanese education. Table 4.2 shows that the number of Sudanese 
pupils attending non-government schools (in northern Sudan), run by 
the Egyptian government, Coptic community, Sudanese nationals, and 
others, increased tremendously. 

From Table 4.2, it follows that the number of Sudanese students 
increased markedly. In 1946 they constituted 71 percent of the overall 
students, compared to 1937 - about a year after the conclusion of the 
Anglo-Egyptian treaty - when they constituted only 34 percent. How¬ 
ever, despite the significant increase in the number of non-government 
schools and students, these were still smaller than the number of schools 
run by the government. This situation was to change in favor of non¬ 
government education, as by 1954 the total number of non-government 
schools including Christian missionary and Egyptian schools increased 
and constituted 62 percent of the total of 117 intermediate and second¬ 
ary schools. In other words, 14,150 out of a total of 22,048 students 
studied in non-government intermediate and secondary schools - boys 
and girls. Egyptian education, concluded Beshir, “was fully accepted 
by 1946 as a valuable source for the education of the Sudanese.In 
1949, the number of Sudanese studying in Egyptian universities (Fu’ad, 
Faruq, and al-Azhar) was 764 - 60 percent of them in the prestigious 
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religious institution. Egypt’s motives in the educational field were 
clear: to win the support of present and future educated Sudanese, many 
of whom played and would play an important role in the emerging 
Sudanese political scene and the rise of nationalism. 

Britain was held accountable by many in Egypt for the backward state 
of the educational system in Sudan. Eoaming with rage, the Muslim 
Brothers called for the broadening and deepening of Egyptian education 
in Sudan to gradually root out illiteracy among the young generation. 
Education could serve as an effective tool in the natural process of 
amalgamation of Sudanese and Egyptians into one entity. The British, 
criticized al-Balagh, argued worldwide that they were a sound prop of 
democracy and the bearer of education and progress in Sudan. They 
argued that they spread and advanced education in Sudan, but in fact 
they corrupted the educational system in both Egypt and Sudan. They 
carried a fallacious message pretending to introduce a revolutionary 
order in the educational system, but their overall output was not impres¬ 
sive at all. They built only two high schools in the south and in the 
Sayedna valley, with no more than 600 pupils. As far as higher education 
was concerned, the British claimed that their Gordon College was in the 
scope of an Egyptian university, but in fact it was much smaller, with only 
227 students, who studied law, engineering, and agriculture. The college 
employed a large number of British lecturers, with no proportion to the 
number of students. According to al-Balagh, in the college’s constitution 
there was a section stating that the Sudan government would facilitate 
the ground for Arab students from neighboring countries, who preferred 
British education over Egyptian, to join Gordon College. The goal was 
clear - to diminish Egypt’s regional centrality by encouraging anti- 
Egyptian sentiments among young educated Arabs. 

Egypt did more to develop and spread education in Sudan, argued 
al-Balagh. Despite all obstacles placed by the British, Egypt managed 
to build four elementary schools and two high schools in Sudan. 
Egypt spread education to all Sudanese including those who could 
not afford it by providing scholarships. Egypt also opened its educa¬ 
tional institutions to any Sudanese who wanted to study in Egypt. 
Eor instance, at Fu’ad I University, the number of Sudanese students 
exceeded 320; in the higher institutes there were 25 Sudanese stu¬ 
dents, in the junior high schools 60 pupils, and in the high schools 
about 300. Eor most of these students, Egypt provided accommoda¬ 
tion free of charge. To discourage Sudanese from taking their studies 
in Egyptian schools in Sudan, the Sudan government refused to allow 
graduates of such institutions to continue their studies in Sudanese 
educational institutions. 



166 The Struggle for Sudan 

Table 4.3 Figures of Pupils in Government Schools 



1944 


1945 


Schools 

Pupils 

Schools 

Pupils 

Secondary Schools 

1 

514 

1 

517 

Junior Secondary Schools 

2 

86 

2 

107 

Intermediate Schools 

11 

1,847 

12 

1,963 

Boys’ Elementary Schools 

117 

19,381 

121 

19,301 

Teachers’ Training College 

1 

149 

1 

171 

Sub-grade School 

165 

12,738 

222 

15,462 

Subsidized Khalwes 

183 

9,530 

178 

10,133 

Technical School 

2 

221 

2 

249 

Girls’ Training Colleges 

1 

90 

1 

103 

Girls’ Secondary School 

1 

12 

1 

12 

Girls’ Intermediate School 

1 

114 

1 

128 

Girls’ Elementary Schools 

62 

6,681 

64 

6,538 


The accusations made by al-Balagh against British educational policy 
in Sudan were based on data that can be supported by British official 
documents. For instance, in 1945 Gordon College comprised five higher 
schools, with a total of 168 students. However, it would be inaccurate to 
state that the British neglected education in Sudan. They took pains to 
improve Gordon College’s academic standards. In December 1945, they 
linked the college with London University for degree purposes. The 
college’s library was developed in both size and quality. The number of 
volumes increased from about 3,000 to 9,000. The Sudan government, 
under budgetary difficulties, undoubtedly planned to develop education 
in both northern and southern Sudan. Nevertheless, there was a tremen¬ 
dous gap between the northern and southern parts of Sudan in favor 
of the former. The spread of education, it was argued, would disperse 
unionist ideas and increase separatist nationalist orientations among 
Sudanese. Table 4.3 shows the number of pupils attending government 
schools in northern Sudan. 

The British assigned a significant place to Gordon College in their 
Sudanization project. They wanted the college to attract Sudanese who 
had hitherto opted to pursue their higher education in Egyptian univer¬ 
sities. Until then, Sudanese students preferred the latter because Gordon 
College could not confer academic degrees, only diplomas. Robertson, 
the civil secretary, one of the architects of Sudanization, believed that the 
academic standards maintained by Gordon College were likely to be 
“much higher than those of Egyptian universities in view of the link with 
London University, and the idea of that university that our students 
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should sit for London degrees.” In his view, now that Gordon College 
could offer degrees, “the draw of the Egyptian universities will diminish.” 
From Robertson’s account it follows that Gordon College was not 
an autonomous institution under the direct control of an independent 
council, as it formally stated to be, but rather an academic institution that 
was utterly dominated by the Sudan government, which also provided 
most of its finance. 

A report submitted by the office of the civil secretary, on 16 November 
1947, provided a comprehensive account of the educational progress 
in northern Sudan for the period 1945-1946. The period under review 
was depicted as “one of very great educational activity in the Northern 
Sudan.” This period marked the end of Cox’s eight-year plan of educa¬ 
tional expansion and reforms. A new ambitious educational program 
was prepared for the period 1947-1956, “expressly designed to facilitate 
and accelerate the process of the Sudanization of the public service of the 
country, on the one hand by providing adequate numbers of highly- 
trained Sudanese, who will be well equipped to take over superior 
government posts, and on the other hand by raising the general level of 
culture in the countryside.” A successful implementation of the program, 
it was noted, would require the recruitment of foreign educational 
experts. If the annual educational expenditure for 1946 was £412,314, 
it was to increase by 69 percent in the year 1951 to £698,800, and by 
126 percent (compared to 1946) to £931,400 in 1956. Moreover, the 
Sudan government had decided to grant cost-of-living allowances for 
“all categories of its officials and employees,” a step that would increase 
the annual cost of the new education program by nearly 20 percent, 
that is, to £1,100,000 by 1956. Also, the Sudan government allotted 
£1,290,000 to educational projects. 

Egypt was furious with the British project of Sudanization, generally, 
and its application in the educational system, particularly. As we have 
seen, Egypt was very active in developing and nurturing new schools 
in Sudan as a counterweight to the British enterprises in that field. 
Numerous propaganda activities were taking place in different parts 
of Sudan, which displeased the British authorities. Funding for propa¬ 
ganda purposes focused on three levels: public, private, and secret. As for 
public funding, money was given to the poor and indigent on public 
festivities such as the birthdays and accession days of King Faruq. 
Funds given on a private basis were drawn from the Egyptian army 
and distributed by arrangement with the Khartoum province. Some of 
these funds were contributed to education, mosques, etc. In addition, 
money was apparently given secretly to individual Sudanese who served 
Egyptian interests.'^"^ 
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Muhammad ‘Abd al-Hadi, the controller of Egyptian education in 
Sudan, established a scheme enabling the reduction of student fees 
to the Coptic College, alleviating the burden from the parents, most of 
whom were Sudanese. Abad al-Jil, a monthly student magazine, praised 
al-Hadi in its May 1947 issue, for doing 

great things which have had the greatest effect on the cultural progress of those 
engaged in education in the Sudan. It was he who had supervised the institution 
of the Faruq Secondary School and made it grow and made it a model of all 
schools in the Nile valley. He also supervised the institution of many schools 
in the Sudan ... where the students - boys and girls - enjoy the advantages 
of education, which had in the past been denied to them. Due to his efforts, 
education in the intermediate classes for boys and girls in the Khartoum Coptic 
College has become free and the school fees in the secondary section have been 
reduced.... [He] furnished the culture with many means of encouragement and 
reforms. For these reforms and for others, he has earned the confidence and 
affection of the people of the Sudan. 

‘Abd al-Hadi was one of the chief advocates for unification by means 
of education. Egypt would never achieve its goals in Sudan without 
competing aggressively with Britain over hegemony in the field of 
education. On 26 June 1947 he published an article in al-Musawwar 
attacking the educational policy of the Sudan government, a proxy of 
the British government. The British were depicted by ‘Abd al-Hadi 
as the cause for the backwardness of Sudanese education. The Sudan 
government did all it could to sabotage any Egyptian attempt to establish 
new schools in Sudan. It refused to increase the number of schools and 
limited the number of classrooms and pupils. Moreover, ‘Abd al-Hadi 
accused the Sudan government of pursuing a discriminatory policy 
as far as the filling of vacancies in a variety of educational posts was 
concerned. British candidates were always favored even over more quali¬ 
fied Egyptian candidates. 

‘Abd al-Hadi’s article was condemned by British officials in both 
Sudan and the Eoreign Office. It was portrayed as utterly falsified and 
spiteful - nothing in his allegations corresponded with the historical facts. 
As a result the acting governor-general of Sudan sent a letter to Nuqrashi 
Pasha, the Egyptian prime minister, requesting ‘Abd al-Hadi’s dismissal 
from his post.^^^ Nuqrashi refused. 

The mounting tension in Anglo-Egyptian relations following the 
deliberations in the UN Security Council led to the prohibition of official 
Egyptian delegations to enter Sudan. A case in point was a delegation of 
Egyptian students and lecturers representing the ministry of education 
in September 1947. The governor-general explained that his move was 
intended to prevent further escalation in the current turbid political 



Between Two Modes of Imperialism 


169 


situation. Indeed, this gloomy state of affairs had been reinforced 
since the launching of the Sudanization project and continued in the 
early 1950s. For instance, in June 1950 during a visit to Sudan by 
the retired Egyptian general Muhammad Salih Harb, he argued that 
“the Sudanese expect Egypt to provide them with schools, hospitals, 
mosques, and religious institutes.” The Sudanese were yearning for 
education, and the British exploited their desire to provide them with 
their mode of education. Egypt should challenge the British and diffuse 
its modes and programs of education throughout Sudan. Egypt should 
cooperate with the progressive Graduates’ General Congress, which 
raised the banner of educational awakening. Harb opined that Egypt 
should take control of Islamic religious affairs and nurture Islamic edu¬ 
cation in Sudan. The Sudanese people, he emphasized, were mostly 
orthodox, and the fact that mosques were crumbling because of British 
neglect required Egypt to take the lead and reconstruct them as well as to 
build new mosques all over the country. Egypt should also found reli¬ 
gious institutions for the purpose of developing and advancing religion 
and education - two fields that touched the hearts of many Sudanese. 

Harb also advised the Egyptian government to dispatch Islamic mis¬ 
sionary delegations to southern Sudan as a counterweight to the Christian 
missionaries acting there on behalf of Britain. The latter, he asserted, 
fabricated the historical facts by inventing new narratives aimed at 
depicting the northern Arab Sudanese as traders who exploited the south¬ 
erners for their benefit. The British goal was clear: the split of Sudan into 
two entities, the south and the Arab north. To sabotage the British plan the 
Egyptian missionary delegations should comprise senior religious scholars 
from al-Azhar. Their chief mission was to diffuse and bequeath the south¬ 
erners with spiritual and material values that would strengthen the namral 
bonds between them and the northerners. The unity of the Nile valley 
could be materialized by a constant constructive educational campaign. 

Harb criticized the way Sudanese students were treated by Egyptians, 
both officials and members of the public, while pursuing their studies in 
Egyptian institutions. These students felt isolated, and Egyptians did not 
help their integration and assimilation within society. Moreover, they did 
not regard them as equal citizens. Consequently their experience in 
Egypt was bitter, and upon their return to Sudan they were not express¬ 
ing sympathy to Egypt or acting as advocates of Egyptian-Sudanese unity 
despite the large amount of money the Egyptian government spent on 
their education and hospitality. Sudanese of all walks of life should feel 
that they were equals and that there was no distinction or discrimination 
between Sudanese and Egyptians: they were both people inhabiting the 
Nile valley. 
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Ahmad Abu Bakr Ibrahim of al-Risala followed suit. In a comprehen¬ 
sive report he sent to the Egyptian ministry of education, he referred to 
an array of issues related to cultural and religious relations between the 
two parts of the valley. His main criticism focused on the ignorance of 
Egyptian pupils regarding Sudan. They knew nothing about the history, 
geography, political currents, or social life of contemporary Sudan. The 
education ministry should deepen and nurture cultural relations between 
the northern and the southern parts of the valley. Egyptian students 
should keep track of the developments in the south by means of reading 
Sudanese newspapers and other media. They should learn more about 
Sudanese poetry and poets that dealt with humanism, Arabism, and 
nationalism. The students’ curriculum should be reformed to incorpor¬ 
ate more subjects related to Sudan written by Egyptian and Sudanese 
scholars alike. The enrichment of knowledge of each other’s society and 
day-to-day life would unify the people of the Nile valley culturally and 
politically within a single state. 

The Egyptians were right: the British were determined to develop and 
nurture the Sudanese educational system in the late 1940s and very early 
1950s. The British goal was clear: to drive a wedge between educated 
Sudanese and the Egyptian nationalist vision of unification. However, 
based on the given facts, ‘Abd al-Hadi’s accusations as presented earlier 
were inaccurate. The Sudan government took pains to persuade the 
British government not to halt or cut its subsidy for Sudanese education. 
No wonder that Robertson, the civil secretary, remonstrated following 
the decision made by the British Council to cut down all its grants to 
Sudan institutions. By early 1951, there were no representatives of the 
British Council in Sudan, and all subsidies to Sudanese schools were 
halted. The expectations from the British Council were high when it had 
just started its activities in Sudan - it was believed that its cultural activity 
would enhance the British image in Sudan and thus counterbalance the 
Egyptian “cultural offensive.” As a result of the closing down of the 
Council’s activity, all its past and recent efforts would be wasted, warned 
Robertson. The Foreign Office replied that the British Council faced a 
drastic cut in its annual budget for the period 1951-1952. However, the 
Foreign Office expressed its desire to see a renewal of the grant to the 
Sudan Cultural Centre at Khartoum and therefore exerted its pressure 
on the Council to alter its decision. The pressure yielded fruit, and it was 
decided to give Sudan half of its annual grant. The goal was to double it 
in the next fiscal year.'^® 

The Egyptians remained committed to the development of Sudanese 
education during the transitional period of Sudanese self-government 
(1953-1956). In October 1955, a few months before the Sudanese elite 
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opted for independence, Egypt agreed to finance the establishment of a 
branch of Cairo University, which was to reside in the premises of the 
Egyptian secondary school in Khartoum. It admitted 286 students. The 
admission criteria were lower than those of Gordon College or Cairo 
University, and it attracted mainly government officials, as the studies 
took place in the evenings, allowing them to work during daytimes. 
Overall, it appeared that British diplomacy in Sudan had gained an 
important achievement in the extended struggle for the determination 
of Sudan’s political future. From the British point of view, Britain pro¬ 
vided the Sudanese with important assistance in the process of nation 
building and acted to create the necessary conditions for transferring 
control of the country to those they viewed as its rightful owners. Britain 
was, in effect, ever since the final stages of World War II, in a political 
and diplomatic confrontation with Egypt on an array of national issues, 
one of which was its plan to unify the Nile valley under the Egyptian 
crown. As future events were to demonstrate, in the struggle between 
Britain and Egypt a third party emerged victorious: the Sudanese people, 
who gained their independence in the mid-1950s. 
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The Aftermath of the Security Council Hype 

Whither the Unity of the Nile Valley? 


Following Egypt’s debacle at the UN Security Council, Anglo-Egyptian 
relations deteriorated rapidly. Nuqrashi Pasha, the Sa‘dist prime minis¬ 
ter (1946-1948) who was displeased and disappointed with his personal 
failure, began to consider other methods to advance Egypt’s foreign 
affairs internationally. Yet, he soon found himself embroiled in the 
Palestine War of 1948, and his tragic death at the end of that year placed 
the Sudan question on a temporary hold. However, the return of the 
Wafd to power (1950-1952) witnessed a growing radicalization in 
Egypt’s foreign policy, which took an anti-Western stand on issues 
related to the East-West conflict and caused a deterioration in Anglo- 
Egyptian relations, which reached their lowest ebb with the Egyptian 
government’s unilateral abrogation of the 1936 treaty and the declaration 
of Earuq as King of Egypt and Sudan. This move, as we shall see, did not 
achieve its goal as the British refused to recognize it and continued with 
their policy of preparing Sudan for self-government and separation from 
Egypt. The latter part of the chapter shows that the Eree Officers’ 
revolution of July 1952 constituted a landmark for the future of Sudan. 
It explains why the new military regime abandoned the project of the 
unity of the Nile valley, relinquishing Egypt’s claim to Sudan. 


A Missed Opportunity? The Internal Political and 
Public Altercation 

The month following the debate in the Security Council wimessed a 
mounting propaganda campaign between Britain and Egypt over the 
future of Sudan. Britain’s long-term interests, which were revealed in a 
secret Eoreign Office report, testified to their intentions to maintain 
direct control over Sudan, until the Sudanese were prepared for self- 
determination and self-government. Britain’s desire remained constant, 
and the report underlined London’s intentions to remain the external 
arbiter in Sudanese politics at the expense of Egypt. The British also 
sought to quell Egyptian influence in Sudan as a means to preserve their 
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own special prerogatives and to dent public support for the potential 
unification of the Nile valley. Britain believed that the Egyptian failure at 
the Security Council would have a lasting impact on Sudanese public 
opinion and presented an opening for the British to expand their influ¬ 
ence, seizing the initiative from Cairo. The emptiness of its case, the 
British report noted, “and the ineptitude of [its] methods had been 
widely recognized. Above all, [Egypt] failed, and the East has little 
respect for failure.”^ However, London’s main worry about the Egyptian 
propaganda rhetoric was that it would continue further incitement within 
Sudan against Britain and the British-backed Sudan government.^ The 
British assessment was not wrong. 

The Egyptian sense of missed opportunity in the Security Council 
manifested itself in mounting criticism domestically. The Wafd, a Arm 
supporter of the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown, and 
the Egyptian left, which held opposing views on this matter, both con¬ 
demned Nuqrashi’s performance and line of argument. For instance, 
the Marxist Tali‘at al-‘Ummal asserted that the strong language used 
by the prime minister in his speeches was the result of heavy pressure 
exerted upon him by the awakening national movement. Holding on to 
power was Nuqrashi’s raison d’etre, and for that reason he was willing 
to strike a deal with Britain and thus yield to British pressure and serve 
their interests.^ 

Among opposition groups, the radical right wing - the Muslim Broth¬ 
ers and Misr al-Fatat - held an entirely different standpoint. For them, on 
the balance, Nuqrashi’s performance was a success story - his tenacity 
in presenting Egypt’s national demands was commendable. Mahmud 
Shakir portrayed Egypt and Sudan as one nation that was struggling for 
justice in the face of British tyranny “that attacked their independence 
and occupied their land from the source of the Nile to its estuary.” 
Cadogan’s plea was based on lies and a distortion of history. If doing 
justice was one of the postulates of the Security Council, then Egypt 
would unconditionally have achieved its full rights. Egypt and Sudan, 
asserted Shakir, were an extraordinary model that would surprise British 
imperialism and its allies: “if the UN Security Council is a modern slave 
market founded by rival nations to sell and buy God’s creation, then 
Egypt and the Sudan will teach it a new lesson which is not expected 
from a nation weakened by despotic British rule for sixty-five years. 
Egypt and the Sudan are a hardy nation taught by [British] despotism 
that rights could only be gained by employing bitter jihad, bloodshed and 
unshakable faith. 

Shakir, who often employed Islamic terminology, appealed to the 
mujahedin not to be afraid, because such a state of mind might cause 
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damage to the jihad. They should take an example from Nuqrashi, who 
overcame his fear in the Security Council and compelled the British to 
rely on lies. The way to root out British and French imperialism from 
Arab lands was for other Arab leaders to follow Nuqrashi by displaying 
determination in safeguarding their positions and interests.^ If it was 
impossible to defeat Britain militarily, then it might be possible to do 
so by creating regional instability and thus undermining Britain’s major 
argument that a necessary condition to maintain stability in the region 
was for British forces to remain in the region: 

The British interest is to maintain peace in the Near East, yet this is just a pretext 
to extend its staying in Egypt, the Sudan, Palestine and Iraq. We should seek 
ways to unmask this fake peace ... The Arab world knows that Egypt and the 
Sudan are its heart, and if this heart remains weak and bound to the chains of 
imperialism, then the Arab world will become powerless and fail to act for its 
awakening sons ... we should unite our ranks, not only in Egypt and the Sudan, 
but also in every other place in the Arab and Muslim world.® 

Fathi Radwan, a member of the Nationalist Party (formerly a leader 
of Misr al-Fatai), followed suit. Radwan, whose former party repre¬ 
sented the most radical nationalist standpoint on Sudan, complimented 
Nuqrashi, calling upon him to continue with his nationalist approach: 

We should present our stances vis-a-vis the English in a clear manner and take the 
essential steps corresponding with our new position. The first step we may take is 
to recall our ambassador from London. The Egyptian government should totally 
boycott the British ... Egypt should foster relations with those countries that are 
hostile to Britain or hold similar views to ours. Egypt should consequently tighten 
relations with the USSR and Poland - both countries that helped us [at the 
Security Council] and therefore we should stand on their side internationally as 
a close friend ... Our national demands will be fulfilled only by conducting an 
overall jihad against the English and their supporters.^ 

Egypt’s bitter experience in the Security Council was analyzed in a 
more profound way by the independent newspaper al-Ahram, which 
pointed at a triple failure - Egyptian, British, and international (UN). 
The tragedy of the Egyptian appeal before the Security Council came 
to an end, at least for a while. It came to a similar end as other 
tragedies - with the death of its heroes. Egypt, the complainant, pre¬ 
sented arguments and evidence to support its incontestable rights, but it 
was incapable of overcoming opposing interests of other powers with 
greater advantages in the forum of the Security Council. Egypt’s major 
demands - the complete and speedy withdrawal from and the termin¬ 
ation of the condominium over Sudan - were not achieved. Although 
the Security Council accepted the Egyptian demand for a complete 
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withdrawal, it nevertheless wanted it to be done through negotiation. 
Britain, the object of Egypt’s complaints, asserted al-Ahram, was overly 
confident that it would easily remove the appeal from the Council’s 
agenda, but failed to do so. Its efforts to advance various proposals not 
in Egypt’s favor were also doomed to fail. However, the greatest failure 
was that of the UN Security Council, which showed indecisiveness 
throughout a month of deliberations. It did not honor the very founda¬ 
tions of the UN Charter - the developing of “friendly relations among 
nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self- 
determination of peoples.” Overall, it deliberately failed to resolve the 
Anglo-Egyptian dispute. Egypt, concluded al-Ahram, was determined to 
continue its jihad until its goals were achieved.® 

The national disappointment crossed political borders within Egypt - 
after all there was a broad consensus as far as the unity of the Nile valley 
was concerned. Following the UN fiasco, public opinion favored the idea 
of a comprehensive anti-British campaign from within the country. In 
mid-September 1947 an apolitical platform was formed to advance 
Egyptian-Sudanese unification. The group called itself the Committee 
for the Liberation of the Valley (Lajnat Tahrir al-Wadi), chaired by Sabri 
Abu al-Majid, who depicted the Committee as a movement for liberation 
seeking to transfer the leading positions to youth not embroiled in inter¬ 
party disputes.® Lajnat Tahrir al-Wadi published a manifesto in al-Ahram 
on 14 September, calling on the government to announce the unilateral 
abrogation of the 1936 and 1899 treaties and subsequently warning the 
British that they should evacuate the Nile valley immediately and speed¬ 
ily. It also urged the country’s leaders, youth, institutions, and political 
parties to form a united front to face the British. Those Egyptians who 
collaborated with the British forces - contractors, workers, importers, 
etc. - were called upon to halt their activities. The movement opened 
branches in various places in Egypt and Sudan. 

‘Abd al-Majid Salih Pasha, the Egyptian irrigation minister, told al- 
Ahram that Egypt’s jihad would not stop. The struggle against Britain 
had not come to an end. The Sudan question was not a simple one. 
Egyptians regarded the Sudanese 

as brothers, who should share with us moments of ease and moments of 
calamity ... The Egyptian acts to liberate the Sudan and fights for its 
independence and happiness. He would not abandon the Sudanese as prey in 
the hands of foreign and oppressive imperialism. This was the Egyptian stance, 
and there is no doubt that the vast majority of educated and senior Sudanese 
knew that. However, some Sudanese were led astray by British statements 
pretending to portray themselves as champions and defenders of Sudanese 
independence ... behind such words of self-determination there is a hidden 
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imperialist fang aiming at tearing apart the unity of the Nile valley after it cut off 
the northern from the southern part of the Sudan in order to annex the Sudan in 
its entirety to the British Empire.'^ 

The major opposition party, the Wafd, took advantage of Nuqrashi’s 
failure at the UN. In a letter addressed to Nuqrashi, the people of the 
Nile valley, and the British ambassador to Cairo, Mustafa al-Nahhas, the 
party’s uncontested leader, who styled himself the chief spokesman of 
both Egyptians and Sudanese, presented an uncompromising approach - 
the struggle for the unity of the Nile valley would continue. He blamed 
Nuqrashi for groveling and for abandoning the nationalist consensus 
regarding Sudan. The prime minister was asked to transfer the issue to 
the people, the sovereign, who would handle it responsibly. Time did not 
work in Egypt’s favor - the British were safely fulfilling their separatist 
plans, warned Nahhas. Nuqrashi’s government was held responsible for 
Egypt’s failure to defend the integrity of the Nile valley and the refusal of 
the British to evacuate it.^^ 

The letter to the British ambassador was presented in a firm but fair 
manner. Nahhas reviewed, historically, Egypt’s struggle to attain its 
national rights ever since the British occupation. Constant British efforts 
to aggressively break the spirit of the Egyptian nation and its respective 
leaders were doomed to failure. Sudan was reoccupied in the very late 
nineteenth century by the Egyptian army with insignificant support from 
British troops. During World War II Egypt sided with Britain and the 
democratic camp, yet with the war’s conclusion Britain refused to respect 
Egypt’s rights as derived from the UN Charter. It agreed to evacuate 
Syria, Lebanon, India, and other countries and granted them independ¬ 
ence, but refused to do so in the case of Egypt. Egypt was furious, 
stressed Nahhas, over the Sudan government’s separatist maneuvers, as 
expressed by its leaders since the conclusion of the deliberations in the 
Security Council. The British, warned Nahhas, should not take Egypt’s 
failure at the UN as the last word. Speaking in the name of the Egyptian 
people, he suggested that if the British would respect Egypt’s just rights 
to independence and full sovereignty over its territory by withdrawing 
from the Nile valley, they would then gain the sound friendship of the 
people of the Nile valley, but failure to do so would incur the hatred of 
this people, hostilities, and God knows what.^^ 

In his demagogic appeal to the people of the Nile valley, Nahhas 
presented Nuqrashi’s government as weak and submissive. It could not 
stand up to Britain’s imperialist oppressive measures domestically and 
deceptive maneuvers internationally. Under Nuqrashi and his predeces¬ 
sor, Isma'il Sidqi, “our rights were lost, our wills were paralyzed, the 
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body of the nation torn limb from limb.” Nahhas’s line of argument was 
riddled with inaccuracies. His political rivalry with Nuqrashi and his 
desire to replace the latter led him to distort the historical facts. Nuqrashi 
was blamed for supporting the Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement and his 
readiness to sign it with the British on 1 December 1946. He did not 
follow Egypt’s top legal advisors, who recommended a unilateral abroga¬ 
tion of the 1936 treaty before presenting Egypt’s case in the Security 
Council - such a move would have strengthened Egypt’s arguments, 
which were in line with the UN Charter. Nahhas, who addressed his 
letter to the people of the Nile valley, depicted the state of affairs at the 
time as an emergency and called on the people to gird up loins and be 
prepared to defend the interests of the nation. To quote him: “get 
organized, resist your enemy and risk your life to defend your rights ... 
Jihad is not aggression but rather an action for your homeland; the 
warrior should not ask for wages unless he is a mercenary. By acting 
you serve your homeland, honor your martyrs and therefore you will be 
respected worldwide. 

A tail wind of support for Nuqrashi was blowing from the direction of 
Azhari and the Sudanese delegation. According to them, despite the fact 
that Egypt failed to persuade the Security Council to call for British 
withdrawal, the presentation of the issue of the Nile valley, internation¬ 
ally, achieved two tremendous gains: political and moral. Politically, the 
Sudan issue, against British opposition, was internationalized. Erom now 
on Britain would have to listen to the international community that 
disregarded its request to remove the Egyptian demand from the Security 
Council agenda. The Council’s member states formally recognized the 
links bonding the two sides of the Nile valley - the north and the south. 

Prior to this statement, Azhari was criticized by Ruz al-Yusuf for 
not doing enough to advance the anti-British struggle in Sudan. Eor 
Ikhsan ‘Abd al-Quddus, the Sudanese advocates of the unity of the 
Nile valley were to take the lead in the struggle and act as the vanguard 
because only the Sudanese could undermine the foundations of British 
colonialism in the Nile valley. In his view, the Egyptian nationalist 
politicians were useless.^® 

The severe criticism directed against Nuqrashi from the Egyptian 
opposition did not dampen the triumphal reception on his return from 
New York on 20 September 1947. For his supporters and the silent 
majority it was not his fault that his mission was not successful as 
anticipated. The prevailing belief was that he did his best for his country 
and that Egypt emerged in a better posture than Britain. Its dispute with 
Britain was brought to the fore of the international arena, and many 
states showed sympathy with its nationalist demands. 
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The bitter experience in the Security Council resulted in Nuqrashi’s 
decision to reconsider Egypt’s stance on international affairs. In late 
1947 he declared that Egypt “would consider the possibility of neutrality 
in the international arena and that Egypt would seek the support of other 
powers in its struggle against Britain.”^® A few months later, in February 
1948, he sent a military mission to purchase arms in Czechoslovakia, and 
a month later Egypt signed a large barter agreement with the Soviet 
Union for the first time.^^ Nuqrashi’s overtures in the Eastern bloc were 
short-lived. Several months after the outbreak of the war in Palestine, a 
student member of the Muslim Brothers assassinated him on 28 Decem¬ 
ber 1948. Ironically, that murderer came from within a movement that 
had strongly supported Nuqrashi’s politics on the issue of the Nile valley. 
However, on the issue of Palestine the Muslim Brothers opposed Nuqra¬ 
shi’s position and led the street demonstrations and violent riots follow¬ 
ing the Arab military and political debacle. His subsequent decision to 
outlaw the movement triggered his assassination.The international¬ 
ization of the Sudan question and its placement in the fore of Egypt’s 
foreign and domestic policies should be attributed to Nuqrashi’s leader¬ 
ship and determination. His successors Ibrahim ‘Abd al-Hadi of the 
Sa‘dist Party (December 1948-July 1949) and Husain Sirri Quly 1949- 
January 1950), an independent anti-Wafdist and “a competent and 
pro-British administrator,”^^ did not advance the issue of the unity of 
the Nile valley - the standstill caused by Anglo-Egyptian gloomy relations 
remained the chief obstacle. As noted earlier, at that historical junction 
the British were heavily embroiled in advancing their long-term project of 
Sudanization that was to pave the way for Sudan’s independence. 


The Future of the Unity of the Nile Valley in Light of 
Escalating Anglo-Egyptian Relations 

In the early 1950s, the Sudanese champions of the unity of the Nile valley 
remained persistent in their stance. With the return of the Wafd to power 
in January 1950 these Sudanese cherished hopes that the new govern¬ 
ment would be more determined and persistent to advance the national 
consensus on the unity of the Nile valley. The Nahhas government was 
nevertheless divided into two main factions - the right and the left. The 
former was led by the mighty minister of interior, Fu’ad Siraj al-Din, who 
represented the old-guard conservative Wafd; the latter was led by the 
highly dynamic foreign minister, Muhammad Salah al-Din, who repre¬ 
sented the young generation dominated by left-wing orientations. As we 
will later see, the rivalry between the two factions manifested itself in the 
strategy to be employed on the question of the future of Sudan. 
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On 3 March Siraj al-Din held a meeting with Isma'il al-Azhari, during 
which he reassured his Sudanese guest that his government would take 
the required measures to advance unification because the Sudanese and 
the Egyptians shared similar interests. 

The unionist groups including the National Bloc in Sudan - the Nile 
Valley Party, the Federalists (al-Itihadiyyin), and the Liberal Federalists 
(al-Ittihadiyyin al-Ahrar) - issued a communique calling for the forma¬ 
tion of a democratic government in Sudan united with Egypt under the 
Egyptian crown. Azhari, the head of the Sudanese delegation, who spoke 
on behalf of the National Bloc, stated that the Sudanese delegation that 
represented the vast majority of the Sudanese people remained consistent 
in its adherence to the formation of the Nile Valley State, united under 
the Egyptian crown with one army and a single foreign policy. In this 
framework, Sudan would enjoy a domestic democratic government.^^ In 
late March, Azhari gave an interview to al-Balagh, during which he 
criticized his Sudanese political adversary, ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mahdi, a 
leader of al-Ansar, for holding the view that the Nile water should not 
be the reason for unity with Egypt. On the contrary, stated Azhari, the 
Nile water constituted one of the main elements in the natural need 
for unification.^^ Later on, while visiting Cairo in September 1951, 
Azhari criticized Mahdi’s anti-unionist standpoint, stating that only uni¬ 
fication with Egypt would guarantee the Sudanese short- and long-term 
interests. The Sudanese people would rule themselves under the protec¬ 
tion of the Egyptian crown. Egypt was “our older sister,” and it invested 
enormous efforts and resources to advance the Sudanese people in 
the fields of education and the building and developing of Sudan’s 
infrastructures.^^ 

On 20 March 1950, General Salah Harb, the Egyptian minister of 
defense, started his visit to Sudan after years of prohibition by the Sudan 
government. Harb confirmed that his visit was designed to enhance 
the bonds and strengthen the dialogue with “our Sudanese brothers.” 
The solution to the Sudan problem could be achieved 

if our brothers in the Sudan, whether in favor or disfavor of unification, would 
comprehend that spiritual and religious bonds are not the only factors to connect 
between us. Our common interests, our existence, our entity and future, created 
the strongest bonds between us that no human power can shatter. Economically, 
neither the Sudan nor Egypt can live separately. Egypt does not think, at all, that 
its relations with the Sudan are founded on its sovereignty over that country, or 
that the Sudan is Egypt’s slave. Egypt and the Sudan are one land and one 
people, who have a single sovereignty that derives its power from the crown 
represented by Earuq. [Egypt and the Sudan] are united behind one military 
and represented internationally as one entity.^® 
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On his return from Sudan Salah Harb argued that every Egyptian had the 
right to visit or live in Sudan according to the 1899 and 1936 treaties. 
The sons of the Nile valley could move freely along the valley without any 
interruption because they held a single citizenship.^^ 

In late 1950, Britain and Egypt held another round of fruitless talks 
aimed at settling their ongoing dispute - the Sudan issue featured prom¬ 
inently. The core differences between the two countries were already 
revealed during two meetings between Mahmud Zaki al-Tawwil, the 
Egyptian deputy minister of Sudanese affairs, and Tzz al-Din, the Sudan 
government charge d’affaires in Cairo, which took place in Cairo in 
November 1950. According to Tzz al-Din, the British government did 
not plan to separate Sudan from Egypt, yet it was not willing to yield to 
Egypt’s demand to unite the Nile valley. The British continued with 
Sudanization, that is, to prepare the Sudanese for self-government. On 
his part, Tawwil asserted that no one in Egypt intended ruling Sudan. On 
the contrary, Egypt wished to see the Sudanese managing their own 
affairs, yet this should be under the Egyptian crown. Tawwil acknow¬ 
ledged that his office was preparing a plan to dispatch Egyptian experts in 
the fields of education, irrigation, military, and economy on long-term 
missions. Tzz al-Din said that the Sudan government was interested in 
increasing Sudan’s Nile water quota to expand the agricultural land 
following the growth of the Sudanese population. The two also discussed 
the participation of Sudan in the construction of the Tana Dam at the 
Blue Nile. Tawwil promised that Egypt would do everything possible to 
improve the welfare of Sudanese.^® 

In his speech marking the festive opening of the winter session of the 
parliament. King Earuq restated the national consensus on Sudan 
employing Wafdist hard-line terminology. Britain should respect the 
Egyptian people’s twofold and inseparable demands: a full withdrawal 
of its troops from the Nile valley and the unity of the Nile valley. The 
1936 treaty, he declared, could no longer constitute a basis for Anglo- 
Egyptian relations. There was no other way but to declare its abrogation, 
which should be followed by the promulgation of new laws reinforcing 
the foundations of the unification of Egypt and Sudan under the Egyp- 

• 29 

tian crown. 

Indeed, at the close of its first year in power, the Wafd government 
conducted intensive talks aiming at settling the dispute with Britain. The 
talks took place in December 1950 between Muhammad Salah al-Din, 
the Egyptian foreign minister, and his British counterpart, Ernest Bevin. 
Salah al-Din refused to discuss further the Western plan of defending the 
Middle East within the context of the Cold War as long as Britain was not 
willing to pull out its troops from Egypt and Sudan and accept Egypt’s 
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plan to unite the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown.Bevin’s refusal 
to accept Egypt’s demands received tail wind from the direction of the 
Sudan government - two of its senior ministers, education and health, 
spurned the idea of the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown, 
urging the British government to declare immediately the separation of 
Sudan from Egypt. 

In early February 1951, Sir Ralph Stevenson, the British ambassador 
to Cairo, proposed to the Foreign Office to approach the Egyptian 
government with the following formula for the solution of the Sudan 
problem. First, since both Egypt and Sudan were mutually dependent on 
the water of the Nile River, “it is agreed that the closest and friendli¬ 
est ties must always unite them.” Second, Egypt and Britain were in 
consensus that the Sudanese people would be granted the right to self- 
government as soon as possible, and in due course could decide inde¬ 
pendently the mode of their future relationship with Egypt. Third, since 
the people of Sudan lacked homogeneity in many aspects - culture, race, 
religion, political awareness - both Egypt and Britain should closely 
cooperate in preparing them for “full and adequate self-government.”^^ 
The Sudan government in Khartoum thought the proposal required 
some amendments. Stevenson, it was stressed critically, failed to point 
out that the vast majority of Sudanese sought full independence with no 
links to Egypt. Also, regarding the Nile water issue, it might be advisable 
to set up an international technical authority “to control all matters 
affecting irrigation of the waters.” Such a solution, it was estimated, 
would safeguard “Egypt’s resultant requirements in the event of the 
Sudanese opting for independence” and would protect Sudanese rights 
too. The authority would also fairly monitor the technical plans for 
increasing water supply by both Egypt and Sudan. 

Stevenson did not remain indifferent to such criticism. My proposal, 
he asserted defensively, was based on the fact that 

our responsibility to the Sudanese cannot absolve us from our responsibility to 
Egjrpt which is implicit in the 1899 Agreement and the 1936 Treaty. Our aim 
should therefore surely be to promote the closest and friendliest relations 
between the inhabitants of the Nile Valley rather than to favour separatism ... 
I do not see how in view of that responsibility [toward Egypt] Britain can possibly 
suggest Sudanese independence. The Sudanese themselves may be able to 
establish it in the long run but we surely cannot go further than to say that we 
would welcome any system of relationship with Egypt which the Sudanese might 
choose to fulfil the needs of the independence between Egypt and the Sudan. 

Stevenson offhandedly ruled out the idea of an international controlling 
authority for the Nile water - Egypt, he determined, would never agree 
to it.^"*^ The Sudan government remained adamant in its viewpoint: 
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the Sudanese people would never agree to any Egyptian involvement in 
their country, and most of them wanted full independence.^^ 

The state of relations within the British-Egyptian-Sudanese triangle 
was well depicted in a letter sent by J. W. Robertson, the civil secretary, 
to R. J. Bowker, the undersecretary of state at the Foreign Office. He 
urged the Foreign Office not to negotiate with the Egyptian government 
behind the back of the Sudanese, because such a move would lead to 
fermentation and troubles all over the country: “the Sudanese of all 
political views, and the tribal leaders, and the southern representatives 
are completely united on this: they are determined that they themselves 
will, at some time or other, decide their own future.” The civil secretary 
excluded the Ashiqqa’ group - a firm supporter of the unity of the Nile 
valley under the Egyptian crown. Robertson argued that the Egyptians 
heavily subsidized that group so that the voices of unity continued to be 
heard. However, the situation was that among the politically conscious 
Sudanese a real feeling of nationalism prevailed. The Egyptians intensi¬ 
fied their propaganda in Sudan, spending a large amount of money, 
particularly on education. The Egyptian state radio had an evening 
Sudan Programme presenting “in a most tendentious way every little item 
of news which is damaging to the Sudan Government and to our Minis¬ 
ters - half-truths not outright lies, but everything is twisted with mali¬ 
cious ingenuity.” There was a spate of Egyptian students visiting Sudan 
acting as propagators and stirring up a lot of feeling by stressing that 
Egyptian grants were given to charities and religious foundations includ¬ 
ing the building of new mosques. Thus, for instance, a grant of £60,000 
was paid by Egypt to victims of flood damage that occurred in 1950. In 
addition, the Egyptian controller of education continued to visit Egyptian 
schools in Sudan, encouraging Sudanese pupils to study in these schools 
and in Egypt, ignoring the educational authorities in Sudan. 

The Foreign Office position, however, appeared to endorse Steven¬ 
son’s outline: “Stevenson’s suggestions seem helpful and Khartoum’s 
comments a little parochial, though the Department fully recognizes the 
strength of nationalist and anti-Egyptian feeling in the Sudan.” However, 
the assumption was that Egypt would not be satisfied by any concession 
the British could make on the Sudan issue. Egypt, it was noted, was 
talking of “federation” in a vague manner or “dominion status” for 
Sudan under Faruq’s crown. That is, Faruq would become King of 
Egypt and Sudan, and there should be a common currency for the two 
countries, a customs union, and common foreign and defense policies. 
The Foreign Office opined that such a formula would not be accepted by 
the Sudanese, and Britain could not impose it on them.^^ 
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The anti-British struggle, which gathered momentum following the 
formation of Nahhas’s government, aggravated markedly during 1951. 
The reviling rhetoric employed by Wafd ministers was a cause for worry 
among British diplomats in both Egypt and Sudan. For instance, shortly 
after Ahmad Hamza, the Egyptian minister of supply, concluded his visit 
to Sudan, he was quoted by al-Misri as saying that the Sudan government 
was to be held accountable for “gross negligence regarding malaria and 
cerebro-spinal meningitis epidemics.” The chief goals of the British were 
to create “a spirit of hatred” between Sudanese and Egyptians and to 
turn the former into a weak and servile people. The British segregated 
northern Sudan from the southern part, and northerners were not 
allowed to travel south without a special permit.^® 

British and Egyptian senior officials held utterly contradictory percep¬ 
tions as to the Sudanese people’s political aspirations. The Foreign 
Office drew a comparison between the British and the Egyptian govern¬ 
ments’ stands on this issue. The former was committed to the principle 
that the Sudanese people would be allowed to choose their own future 
including independence, whereas the latter “are equally committed to 
retaining some degree of Egyptian sovereignty over the Sudan though 
they may in the last resort be prepared to concede to the Sudanese a large 
measure of self-government.” The Foreign Office appeared to be reso¬ 
lute that no Egyptian government “in the foreseeable future” would agree 
to less than the Sidqi-Bevin protocol of 1946. The gap between the two 
governments regarding the Sudan question, concluded the Foreign 
Office, was therefore wide.^^ 

In a conversation between Ibrahim Faraj Pasha, the minister for 
Sudanese affairs, and British diplomats in Alexandria on 27 July 1951, 
the former belittled the effect and essentialness of the British-made 
legislative assembly, saying disparagingly that it was supported by only 
2 percent of the Sudanese. The British strongly disagreed, saying con¬ 
versely that “at least 70% of the Sudanese were solidly behind it, and that 
as a result of its success great interest was taken in it by everyone.” Faraj 
was advised by his interlocutors not to believe everything he was told by 
those Sudanese “who were in Egyptian pay” as they would tell him 
anything he wanted to hear. They represented hardly anybody and had 
no influence. Faraj on his part pondered that if that was the case, how 
come they had won all the elections for local governments."*® The British 
disagreed with him, saying that they won only in a few places. Still, if that 
was the case, it indicated that they had more than insignificant influence 
in Sudan. The verity, as future events were to demonstrate, lay some¬ 
where in between these two assertions. 
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The pressure on the Wafd government to take unilateral steps to 
achieve the twofold national goal - evacuation and unification - came 
from all directions. Ihsan ‘Abd al-Quddus, editor-in-chief of the influen¬ 
tial independent weekly Ruz al-Yusuf, was particularly critical in his 
editorial. Thirty years of negotiations with the British were fruitless for 
a simple reason: the British had no intention to agree to Egypt’s national 
demands. The Egyptian government, he wrote sarcastically, “believes in 
half evacuation and half unification hoping that Britain would grant it 
two halves.” The Wafd government deceived the people by issuing 
statements and diffusing slogans that it would achieve both evacuation 
and unification. Instead it approached the British from a compromising 
and frail standpoint, thus repeating similar policies employed by its 
predecessors, who regarded the British as the superior power and Egypt 
as the inferior element in the Anglo-Egyptian equation of relative 
strength. Even Sa‘d Zaghlul held a similar viewpoint, and in one of his 
speeches in parliament he referred to Egypt’s inability to regain Sudan, 
asking members of parliament: “do you have an expeditionary force” to 
expel the British from Sudan? Qudus concluded that only the people, the 
real sovereign, could force the government to change its weak position or 
face its downfall. 

In a conversation between Salah al-Din and the British ambassador to 
Cairo on 13 July 1951, the former outlined his scheme for the future of 
Sudan, saying that unlike the British who wanted to separate Sudan from 
Egypt and then to control that country through its proxy, the Sudan 
government, the Egyptians were willing to grant the Sudanese full self- 
government, which would be based on well-defined natural links to be 
agreed upon by the majority of Egyptians and Sudanese. That is, two 
entities unified under one crown, with a common foreign policy, army, 
and currency. In Salah al-Din’s view, his plan for future self-rule of 
Sudan was so far the most comprehensive and generous, compared to 
any other proposals made by the British or the Sudan government.On 
26 July the two continued their talks, and Salah al-Din asked his inter¬ 
locutor if Britain would agree to a “free plebiscite in order to ascertain 
how serious you [the British] were in proposing the consultation of the 
Sudanese and I [Salah al-Din] made it clear that this freedom cannot be 
achieved unless your administration and forces are withdrawn.” Do you 
accept this condition? asked Salah al-Din. The British ambassador 
replied gingerly that “a premature withdrawal would cause breakdown 
of the Sudan administration.” Salah al-Din concluded that the British 
aim was therefore to continue the status quo in Sudan so that the British 
could safeguard their interests there under the pretext of being the 
guardians of “the will of the Sudanese. 
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By late 1951, prominent figures within the Sudanese political elite 
presented confidently their own views concerning the doctrine of the 
unity of the Nile valley and the future of Sudan. In a conversation 
between Fu’ad Siraj al-Din, the minister of interior, and Muhammad 
Salih Shingeiti, the speaker of the Sudanese legislative assembly, in 
September, the latter took pains to communicate to Siraj al-Din the 
general sentiments of the Sudanese concerning Egypt, generally, and 
the Egyptian crown, particularly. The Sudanese way of life was entirely 
different from that of Egypt: “there were no rich men, no large land- 
owners and no governing class. The Sudanese feared that unity with 
Egypt would upset this and introduce into the Sudan elements which 
they wished to keep out.” Shingeiti expressed his opinion that Egypt’s 
main concerns for the future were the supply of Nile water and its 
development to the utmost, as well as Egypt’s growing population and 
the option of settling part of the surplus population - particularly hun¬ 
dreds of thousands of fellahin - in Sudan. Siraj al-Din, like Salah al-Din 
before, reiterated Egypt’s government policy, that is, it supported self- 
government for Sudan in two years “with certain reserved subjects.” He 
nevertheless argued that his government “had no intention of unifying 
the Sudan defense force with the Egyptian army. The Sudan would 
continue to have her own troops but the military policy of the two 
countries would be under the direction of Egypt.” Shingeiti responded 
that Sudan was reluctant to be controlled by Egypt and wanted to 
advance its development toward complete self-government and to deter¬ 
mine freely its future relationship with Egypt. Overall, he disfavored the 
idea of Sudan becoming a monarchy.""^^ 

Egyptian protagonists of the unity of the Nile valley such as El-Barawy 
argued conversely that the majority of Sudanese favored unification with 
Egypt. To justify his contention, Barawy relied on Anthony Galatoli’s 
“neutral” study Egypt in Midpassages (1950). To quote him: 

In view of the fact that the majority of Sudanese favour dominion status under the 
Egyptian Crown, Britain may well assist in carrying out the difficult constitutional 
scheme ... The programme of the Blood Brothers [Ashiqqa ’] based on Sudanese 
administrative autonomy and allegiance to the Egyptian Crown is sound in that it 
satisfies the Egyptian aspiration for the unity of the Nile Valley and allays Sudanese 
apprehensions of an Egyptian predominance in Sudanese domestic matters."*® 

However, Galatoli’s analysis was based on the political credo of the 
Ashiqqa ’ Party, whose pro-unionist views were not endorsed by the entire 
Sudanese society. In fact, the issue of the unity of the Nile valley under 
the Egyptian crown was more of a divisive factor among Sudanese, which 
Britain did indeed encourage. 
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Unilateral Abrogation and Its Repercussions 

The Anglo-Egyptian talks reached an impasse, and 1951 witnessed a 
further deterioration in Anglo-Egyptian relations and growing anti- 
Western sentiments followed by a process of rapid rapprochement with 
the Soviet bloc. The Egyptian government was split with regard to the 
unilateral abrogation of the 1936 treaty. Salah al-Din was enthusiastic to 
materialize annulment, whereas his chief rival within the government, 
Fu’ad Siraj al-Din, struggled to prevent such a decision. In this power 
struggle Salah al-Din prevailed - his stand was supported by the press, 
the public, and opposition parties.^® King Earuq, who disfavored such a 
move, admitted that he could not do anything to prevent it: “I cannot set 
myself in opposition to the whole country and in this instance the whole 
country is of the same mind as the government.” Salah al-Din, blamed 
the king, “was young and impulsive and also has other drawbacks,” and 
was to be held accountable for the abrogation and the severe deterior¬ 
ation in Anglo-Egyptian relations. 

The deadlock in the Anglo-Egyptian talks led the Wafd government to 
act unilaterally. On 8 October 1951, Nahhas declared before parliament 
that his government decided to abrogate the 1936 treaty and announced 
Earuq as King of Egypt and Sudan. The government also declared the 
condominium treaty of 1899 to be null and void. Concessions and 
facilitations hitherto given to British forces in Egypt were abolished. 
The government decisions were to come into effect immediately.^® 

The repeal of the treaties with Britain was warmly received by the 
Egyptian people, who took to the streets to express their satisfaction with 
this popular move that was endorsed by all political parties including the 
opposition. The crowds chanted slogans such as “Long live the King of 
Egypt and the Sudan” and “Long live al-Nahhas, the hero of independ¬ 
ence,” as well as anti-British slogans such as “Get out of our country.”^® 

The Egyptian government decision was followed by the announce¬ 
ment of several unilateral steps, the most prominent of which were the 
dismissal of the governor-general of Sudan and his administration, and 
the implementation of the unity of the Nile valley. In a meeting with 
Isma'il al-Azhari, Ibrahim Faraj, the minister for Sudanese affairs, 
spurned the announcement made by the governor-general, stressing that 
his legal authority was derived from the treaty of 1899, which the British 
government continued to honor. According to Faraj, the governor- 
general was appointed to his post by the king of Egypt, and since the 
abolition of the 1899 treaty put an end to the condominium, the 
governor-general was no longer the representative of the British govern¬ 
ment but a high-ranking official subordinate to the authority of the 
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Egyptian government.The Egyptian government insisted from that 
stage on that all credentials of foreign and Egyptian diplomats should 
be addressed to and from Faruq, the King of Egypt and Sudan. 

The unilateral abrogation was warmly welcomed by the majority of the 
Egyptian political currents. Ahmad Hasan al-Zayyat, a founder, owner, 
and editor of the Islamist-oriented al-Risala, noted complacently that it 
had taken official Egypt nearly fifteen years of insult and humiliation to 
realize that its past treaties with Britain were based on false imperialist 
terminology. Zayyat drew a distinction between the nationalist Egyptians 
and those Egyptians holding official posts. The former, he stressed, had 
already comprehended what the latter naively failed to foresee: that the 
1899 and 1936 treaties were designed to split the Nile valley - thus 
serving the long-term goals of imperialist Britain. 

Al-Balagh covered comprehensively the demonstrations of Egyptian 
and Sudanese students that took place in Paris before the UN General 
Assembly session in December 1951. The students, narrated al-Balagh, 
wanted to reveal to the world the truth behind the issue of the Nile valley 
and the exploitative and ruthless nature of British imperialism. They 
distributed pamphlets to journalists explaining key issues related to the 
Nile valley and paid special attention to the fact that the 1936 treaty was a 
violation of the sovereignty of both Egypt and Sudan. The 1936 treaty 
was in contradiction to other international treaties and particularly to the 
UN Charter. British rule over Sudan was nothing but a military regime in 
the full sense of the word.^^ 

The governor-general of Sudan made it clear that he would not recog¬ 
nize the abrogation of the 1899 condominium treaty and that “he intends 
to continue to administer the Sudan in accordance with that agreement 
and to continue the present policy of accelerating the attainment of self- 
government by the Sudanese.The abrogation was warmly received by 
“all politically minded parties,” who had waited for a long time to see the 
end of the condominium as well as the end to the protracted Anglo- 
Egyptian disputes over Sudan. Britain, he asserted, should react accord¬ 
ingly to this development, and if it declined to do so, “it may weaken the 
very genuine gratitude felt for the British stand against the Egyptian 
attempt at domination. 

The British government endorsed the governor-general’s statement. It 
announced that the unilateral repudiation of the agreements and treaties 
and the announcement of unilateral measures in Sudan “have placed the 
Governor General of the Sudan in a position in which he can no longer 
act as representative of HMG and the Egyptian government, or fully 
carry out his responsibilities towards the people of the Sudan.” Britain 
would continue to advance its ongoing program for self-government in 
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Sudan, intending to bring it to conclusion by the end of 1952. This 
would lead to the formation of a constituent assembly representing the 
views and desires of the Sudanese people and would eventually deter¬ 
mine the final status of Sudan before 18 October 1954. The British 
government therefore decided to take unilateral steps in this direction 
“after consultation with representatives of the great majority of the 
Sudanese.” Sudan would be placed under British trusteeship “to be 
administered by a High Commissioner in whom shall be vested the 
supreme civil and military authority in the Sudan. The period of this 
trusteeship shall last for three years from October 18 1951.” The British 
government invited the governments of the United States, Australia, 
Egypt, Ethiopia, and India to become members of an international com¬ 
mission stationed in Sudan to observe the transitional period, advise the 
high commissioner if necessary, or make direct recommendations to 
the British government. The British government acknowledged the inter¬ 
ests “common to Egypt and the Sudan in the control and distribution 
of Nile waters and other matters.” To mitigate its unpleasant steps, 
which were designed to shatter the Egyptian national vision of the unity 
of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown, the British government 
announced that it would “accept and support any decision the Sudanese 
make for the future status of their country and for the nature of their 
relationship with the Egyptian crown. 

On 16 November, in a speech before the UN Assembly, Muhammad 
Salah al-Din decided to test Britain’s commitment to enable the Sudan¬ 
ese to decide their political future by means of general referendum under 
the auspice of the United Nations. He called upon both Britain and 
Egypt to pull out their personnel and armed forces from Sudan so that 
the Sudanese would be able to vote freely and without foreign interfer¬ 
ence. He sneered at the British delegates, casting doubt whether their 
government would be brave enough to go ahead with such a daring 
move.^^ Two weeks later, on 30 November, in a meeting in Paris with 
pro-unionist Sudanese, Salah al-Din declared that Egypt “does not 
recognize any official title of Britain in the Sudan, and no one in the 
Sudan claims that there are ties that bind Britain to the Sudan. 

The British refused to play according to the new Egyptian rules. They 
refused to allow the Egyptian government to dictate the pace of progress 
toward self-government in Sudan. G. D. Dampen, the deputy Sudan 
agent in London, depicted the British dilemma in the wake of the abro¬ 
gation as follows: 

We all agree that union with Egypt would be disastrous for the Sudan ... it would 
be morally wrong to hand over the Sudan to a corrupt power like Egypt 
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dominated by self-seeking plutocracy. This possibility must be fought by every 
means ... Although we all agree to self-determination for the Sudan, I believe 
that every thoughtful person must have very grave doubts of its future if it 
becomes a completely independent isolated state. It has probably not got the 
manpower, finance and ability to survive. Whatever form of constitution it might 
adopt, there would be no guarantee of stability and permanence ... Connection 
with the British Commonwealth seems to be really the only hope for the Sudan, if 
it is to get through its adolescent stage, without being extinguished by Egypt or 
going to the dogs on its own.^® 

Just before the abrogation announcement, most Sudanese political 
parties favored an orderly development toward self-government, that 
is, a fully representative legislative assembly along with an entirely 
Sudanese government. They firmly believed that only the Sudanese 
people should decide their future status. 'The Ashiqqa’ vfzs an exception - 
it favored complete fusion with Egypt and boycotted the present Sudan¬ 
ese constitution. The majority parties wanted to see the end of the 
condominium rule but were willing to follow a gradual process toward 
self-government. The parties welcomed the abrogation of the 1936 
treaty, but repudiated the imposition of the Egyptian crown and the 
manner of imposing a constitution on Sudan unilaterally. In this 
regard, there was a consensus between two of the main rival groups - 
Khatmiyya and Ansar. The general feeling was that following the abro¬ 
gation, the condominium rule ended.The possibility that the Sudanese 
parties, even those who looked more favorably toward some sort of 
unification with Egypt (except for the Ashiqqa’), would agree to symbolic 
Egyptian sovereignty in line with the Bevin-Sidqi protocol of 1946 was 
now null.®^ 

The Ashiqqa’ continued to support Egypt’s moves following the abro¬ 
gation. The abrogation had far-reaching consequences, since the pres¬ 
ence of British troops in the Suez Canal area was considered illegal by 
many Egyptians, as well as by ihe Aahiqqa’ihat supported the anti-British 
guerilla warfare conducted by Egyptian fighters along the Suez Canal in 
late 1951-early 1952. The harsh retaliatory actions of the British forces, 
which included the occupation of the Suez Canal zone, were severely 
criticized by Azhari and his Sudanese followers. They regarded these 
British imperialist actions as directed against all the people of the Nile 
valley.®^ In a meeting with Nahhas in Cairo on 4 Eebruary 1952, Azhari 
expressed satisfaction and agreement with Nahhas’s linkage between 
complete British evacuation and the unity of the Nile valley. Azhari 
praised the Egyptian leader for his courageous anti-imperialist policy 
and for placing both the Sudan question and Egypt’s liberation in one 
basket - two inseparable issues.®^ 
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The presence of British troops in the Suez Canal zone after the 
unilateral abrogation was perceived by opposition groups as illegal. The 
Egyptian government overlooked the guerrilla activities carried out by 
radical groups against British troops, which led to violent clashes for 
several months until the downfall of the Wafd government on 27 January 
1952. The Egyptian press representing the opposition as well as the 
government expressed sympathy with the Egyptian insurgents, whom 
Salah al-Din described as “Egyptian patriots.”®^ His party mouthpiece, 
al-Misri, urged the police to resist British aggression with arms. The 
Wafdist paper also ridiculed ideas that the Nahhas government would 
be so unpatriotic as to suppress terrorism in the Suez Canal zone.®^ 
Oppositional figures and anti-government press attacked the government 
for trying to come to terms with the British and not stirring up hatred of 
the British.®® 


The Military Regime and the Sudan Question 

Shortly after the downfall of the Wafd government Qanuary 1952), the 
new prime minister, ‘Ali Mahir (January 1952-March 1952), made a 
statement of his intention to grant Sudan autonomy. He called on the 
Sudanese people to remain united on all crucial issues even if that meant 
to be united against Egypt for the sake of their country. Any future 
solution to Sudan should first and foremost serve the interests of the 
Sudanese.®’ The next government, of Ahmad Najib al-Hilali (March 
1952-July 1952), conducted talks with Sudanese key figures, among 
them ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mahdi, the moderate leader of al-Ansar, 
looking for a solution that would satisfy both pro- and anti-unionist 
Sudanese. According to al-Ahram, Mahdi showed no objection to 
Faruq using the title of King of Egypt and Sudan.®® Nevertheless, 
Mahdi remained consistent in his demand for Sudanese independence. 
The Ansar group was depicted in 1951 by C. W. M. Cox (education 
adviser to the secretary of state for the colonies, 1940-1970) as politically 
linked with the various “independence” groups, republican or other¬ 
wise, which favored self-government for Sudan with or without the 
British connection.®® 

Mahdi was among the first to greet the Free Officers on their success¬ 
ful take-over in July 1952. He wrote to Muhammad Najib, ostensibly the 
true leader of the revolution, that the Sudanese people were satisfied by 
the rise of the military movement and the overthrow of the old regime.’® 
Yet, Mahdi’s general view on the future of Sudan remained unshakable, 
as he revealed about a year later in a conversation with the British 
minister of state. Mahdi did not hide his national aspirations: an inde¬ 
pendent Sudan with continuous cooperation with the British.’^ 
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However, the revolution of 1952 also marked a turning point in 
Egypt’s policy toward the future of Sudan. In fact, as an Egyptian 
diplomat who was closely involved in Anglo-Egyptian negotiations since 
the mid-1940s put it, the only workable and realistic solution to the 
Sudan case was the one achieved by Isma'il Sidqi in 1946. Since then 
Egypt’s grip on Sudan had been gradually weakened. The unilateral 
abrogation of the 1936 treaty was a show-off move that was not recog¬ 
nized internationally. As we shall see, ever since the military took power, 
Egypt relinquished its uncompromising nationalist demand to unite the 
Nile valley under its hegemony. In fact, since the demise of the monar- 
chial regime, the slogan “the unity of the Nile valley: one Nile, one 
people, one king” was no longer valid. Pragmatism and realpolitik were 
the chief features in the Free Officers’ foreign policy - the Sudan ques¬ 
tion was an integral part thereof. In a way, the old political parties such as 
the Wafd and the Nationalist Party {al-Hizb al-Watani) misread the new 
development and upheld the pre-revolution paradigm of the unity of the 
Nile valley. 

Signs of the forthcoming shift in the Free Officers’ policy toward the 
future of Sudan became already discernible shortly after the military 
revolution. On 30 August, al-Ahram reported that Sudanese politicians 
representing a wide spectrum of political parties gathered in Egypt under 
the auspices of their Egyptian hosts to discuss the next steps. They agreed 
that there was a need to establish solid relations between the northern 
and southern parts of the valley, calling upon the “northerners” to 
respect the right of their southern neighbors to self-determination. Sudan 
would enter into a transitional period during which its affairs would be 
managed by a “council as a governor-general” comprising Egyptian, 
Sudanese, and British members. At the same time, a Sudanese coalition 
government representing all political parties would be formed - a gov¬ 
ernment led by a neutral figure. The provisional government would then 
form a committee to draft a constitution and election law. Free elections 
would then be held, and a parliament representing all Sudanese people 
was to be elected; a constitutional committee would thereafter be formed 
and together with the parliament decide Sudan’s political future: inde¬ 
pendence or unification with Egypt. 

In late October 1952, Muhammad Najib’s cabinet held talks with 
representatives of the Sudanese Umma Party and the Independent Front. 
The Sudanese delegation included ‘Abd al-Rahman al-Mahdi and 
‘Abdallah al-Fadl, and the Egyptian delegation was advised legally by 
‘Abd al-Razzaq al-Sanhuri. The latter was against the idea of granting 
Sudan self-government. On 30 October, an agreement was reached 
between the parties according to which Egypt accepted the Sudanese 
demand for self-government based on their right to self-determination. 
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The Sudanese people would be the only factor to determine the future 
of Sudan: full independence or any other form of political structure. 
Egypt now appeared to be the champion of Sudanese rights, taking 
the lead from Britain, which was bewildered by and unprepared for 
Najib’s move.^"'' 

On 2 November 1952, the military regime signed an agreement with 
the Sudanese parties (including al-Umma and the Independent Front). 
The agreement was a major breakthrough in Egypt’s policy toward 
Sudan. This was the first time Egypt acknowledged and agreed to leave 
the future of Sudan to be determined by the Sudanese people. Egypt 
would respect their decision and cooperate with them in the political, 
economic, and social fields. A transitional period would lay the founda¬ 
tions for Sudanese self-rule, during which they would enjoy the free, 
neutral, and conducive atmosphere they needed to define their form of 
self-determination. 

Nevertheless, in reality, the British were still deep in the game, 
although the omnipotent governor-general was to relinquish much of 
his authority on domestic policies and to act as the representative of the 
supreme constitutional ruler. He would be advised by a committee 
comprising an Egyptian, a British, and an Indian or a Pakistani member, 
all appointed by their respective governments, as well as two Sudanese 
elected by the Sudanese parliament. Another committee including a 
British, an Egyptian, an American, and an Indian or a Pakistani member, 
appointed by their respective governments, in addition to three Sudanese 
appointed by the governor-general, would be formed to monitor the 
forthcoming elections. 

‘Abd al-Salam Fahmi Jum‘a, a former Wafd minister, defended 
Muhammad Najib’s agreement with the Sudanese. Egypt, he noted, 
wanted its Sudanese brothers to have their right to self-determination 
and subsequent independence. The main goal was to drive British 
imperialism out of the Nile valley in the shortest possible time. “Egypt 
and the Sudan are sisters - they both have the common goal - to get rid of 
British imperialism even at the price of an independent Sudan and its 
separation from Egypt... We did not seek unification in order to exploit 
the Sudan for imperialist goals, we rather wanted unification because we 
requested for the Sudan what we requested for ourselves.”^® 

About half a year after the Free Officers’ cabal marked the demise of 
Egypt’s monarchy, the country’s new rulers announced the end of the 
nation’s sweet dream of the unity of the Nile valley. The agreement 
between the governments of Egypt and the United Kingdom of 12 Feb¬ 
ruary 1953 determined that it was “a fundamental principle of their 
common policy to maintain the unity of the Sudan as a single territory.” 
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Article 9 of the treaty stipulated that “the two contracting governments 
undertake to bring the transitional period to an end as soon as possible. 
In any case this period shall not exceed three years.” Article 11 could be 
perceived by Egyptians as the beginning of the end of British imperialism 
in the Nile valley. For Sudanese it meant the end of an epoch of dual 
imperialism - British and Egyptian: “Egyptian and British military forces 
shall withdraw from the Sudan immediately upon the Sudanese Parlia¬ 
ment adopting a resolution expressing its desire that arrangements for 
self-determination be put in motion. The two Contracting Governments 
undertake to complete the withdrawal of their forces from the Sudan 
within a period not exceeding three months.”’^ 

On 12 February 1953, Anthony Eden, the foreign secretary, stated in 
the British parliament that the Anglo-Egyptian agreement: 

expressly recognises the right of the Sudanese people to self-determination 
and the effective exercise thereof at the appropriate time and with the necessary 
safe-guards. It also provides that, in order to enable them to exercise self- 
determination in a free and neutral atmosphere, there shall be a transitional 
period not exceeding three years which shall provide full self-government 
for the Sudanese and which shall begin after the Sudanese Parliament has 
been elected.^® 

Egypt’s transition from monarchy to republic following the military coup 
emptied the nationalist consensual paradigm of the unity of the Nile 
valley under the Egyptian crown of its content. The drastic change in 
the Free Officers’ position toward the future of Sudan was well expressed 
by Major Salah Salim, who negotiated with the Sudanese prior to the 
conclusion of the 12 February treaty. Salim did not hide his anti-unionist 
approach deriving from the Sudanese desire for self-rule. A few months 
before the conclusion of the agreement, he made his views clear. In an 
interview he gave al-Ahram upon his return from a visit to Sudan, Salim 
revealed that his meetings with representatives of the political elite 
showed that there was a solid consensus in Sudan behind the Egyptian 
memorandum concerning the future of Sudan (which was submitted to 
the British government on 2 November). In this memorandum, Salim 
emphasized, the Egyptian government was determined to grant the 
Sudanese their right to self-government and self-determination in a 
united and indivisible Sudan. 

Later, on 2 February 1953, Salim challenged in Ruz al-Yusuf the 
hitherto prevailing nationalist consensus regarding the unity of the Nile 
valley. He attacked the old political guard who endeavored for many 
years to achieve the impossible and constantly deceived the Egyptian 
people by claiming that unification was not realized because of British 
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imperialism. These past leaders presented Egypt as an aggressor who 
aimed at enslaving the Sudanese people. No wonder, opined Salim, 
that they wanted to get rid of us and deemed unification as national 
enslavement and humiliation. Salim’s article reflected the downfall of 
the paradigm of the unity of the Nile valley and its replacement by the 
Sudanese right to self-determination. Only the Sudanese would deter¬ 
mine their political future - unification or separation. Egypt should show 
goodwill and support and respect their decision. Moreover, it would 
struggle along with the Sudanese to remove the British from Sudan 
because the two countries had a common nationalist goal: to get rid of 
British imperialism. 

Several months later Salim did not hide his belief that mutual interests 
would bring Egypt and Sudan together in the near future: “The Nile 
Valley could become self-sufficient more easily than any other areas 
in the world except America. Egypt would benefit from offering her 
money and experience to the Sudanese regardless of what kind of gov¬ 
ernment they might have. All that mattered was that there should be a 
free Sudan, with no foreign or British influence. Once the nightmare of 
imperialism was removed the Sudanese would realize that their interests 
lay with Egypt.”®^ 

Muhammad Najib made it clear that the 12 Eebruary agreement 
gave the Sudanese only two options to choose from - either unification 
with Egypt or full independence without any foreign presence or inter¬ 
vention. Najib called on the Sudanese to remain united throughout 
the three-year transitional period. Egypt, he promised, would do all it 
could to protect them. The agreement meant freedom and the end of 
British imperialism.®^ 

The Ashiqqa’ Party, which favored unification with Egypt, found itself 
in an ideological void following the treaty of February 1953. Khidr 
‘Umar, its secretary general, gave an interview to the party’s organ al- 
Sudani on 27 May 1953, during which he expressed his party’s political 
labyrinth. Nobody, he asserted, was able to define accurately the present 
Egyptian policy toward Sudan “as General Najib’s behavior does not 
permit us to infer that he believes in Sudanese national unity or in union 
between Egypt and the Sudan. On the contrary, the Egyptian prime 
minister endeavors to break off links between the two countries.” Egypt’s 
new regime had hitherto pursued an unclear and confusing policy 
regarding Sudan. Egypt wanted to achieve something for Sudan with 
the intent to gather the Sudanese around a common objective. Its leaders 
tried to unify the policies of the various Sudanese groups and in doing 
so unintentionally destroyed that very objective. Khidr drew special 
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attention to contradictory statements made by the Free Officers ever 
since the conclusion of the February agreement: 

They have been telling the EgjT^tian people that what they have done for the 
Sudan will ultimately lead to union between it and Egypt. On another occasion 
they say that their only aim is Sudan’s independence while at the same time they 
speak of the Nile valley, Nile valley freedom and Nile valley people ... General 
Najib sends agents to the Sudan to produce evidence that the Sudan and Egypt 
are one and the same thing. However, pro-independence elements in the Sudan 
immediately renounce such behavior ... and reaffirm their desire to secure unity 
of action among the Sudanese, which cannot be done so long as the final political 
aim is self-contradictory. 

Khidr advised his fellow Sudanese to refrain from wishful thinking and 
faith in the British. Only hard work and strong belief in themselves would 
pave their way to national liberation.®^ 

Daly and Hogan opined that most Sudanese who supported the unity 
of the Nile valley were tactically employing a calculative yet pragmatic 
approach. Unification was a means to weaken those Sudanese separatists 
who supported independence under the auspices of British imperialism. 
Moreover, they saw “Egypt as the lever with which to winkle the British 
out of the country ... [the unity of the Nile valley] was a strategy for 
independence, and one more likely of success than the ‘Sudan for the 
Sudanese’, whose adherents seemed all too willing to accept continued 
British rule as a means of keeping out the Egyptians.”®^ 

However, as we have seen, pronouncements and statements made in 
real time clearly showed that Azhari and his Sudanese fellows, who 
vehemently supported the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley, had 
good reasons to feel betrayed by the Egyptian Eree Officers regime. 
Shortly after their takeover they negotiated with Azhari’s anti-unionist 
political adversaries and subsequently came to terms with them. How¬ 
ever, he who laughs loudest, laughs last: surprisingly Azhari was chosen 
by the Sudanese people as their first prime minister for the transitional 
period stipulated by the February treaty. 

The political estrangement between Azhari and the Egyptian ruling 
elite manifested itself throughout the transitional period (1953-1956). 
Clashes between south and north were inevitable following the aban¬ 
donment of the British “Southern Policy,” which safeguarded the 
southerners’ interests and its replacement with the policy of Sudanese 
self-determination in a united Sudan led hy the dominant north. The 
revolt of the south in August 1955 (Anyanya Rebellion) was manipulated 
by Egypt to postpone Azhari’s intended realization of self-determination 
and independence. To quote Daly: “the fate of the south was that 
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common to peripheral regions, determined in part by geography, 
reinforced by colonial economic priorities and mismanagement, overlain 
by a legacy of slavery and consequent spectre of exploitation, and 
enforced by religious and racial aspects of Northern Sudanese National¬ 
ism. Stirring this witch’s brew was Egypt’s last act in the drama of 
Condominium.”®^ Egypt exploited the created opportunities to drive a 
wedge between the belligerent parties by backing the southerners and 
promising them security in return for their support for federation with it. 
The irony of fate was that Azhari - hitherto Britain’s bitter enemy - was 
given support by those British officials who had supported his rivals and 
by those British administrators who had sought to perpetuate the condo¬ 
minium; whereas Egypt, Azhari’s previous parmer, was now employing 
manipulative tactics to postpone the demise of the condominium.®® 
However, Egypt’s and Britain’s final imperialist maneuvers in Sudan 
were doomed. By the end of the transitional period, Azhari had no 
commitments to his former Egyptian allies: he became the champion of 
Sudanese independence. The unity of the Nile valley - the prevailing 
Egyptian doctrine during the first half of the twentieth century - became 
a shattered dream.®^ To quote Collins, “Just as the British Empire was 
in disarray, so too was that of the decadent rulers of Egypt. Of course, 
the British were there with the stiff upper lip of neutrality, but every 
Sudanese of whatever persuasion knows that they were not about to 
become an Egyptian colony.”®® 
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6 Social Movements and the Sudan Question 
A Case Study in the Divergence of National 
Liberation Movements 


The post-World War II years witnessed a significant growth in the power 
and infiuence of social movements representing the two sides of the 
Egyptian political spectrum - left and right. The 1940s saw an upsurge 
in popularity for the Egyptian communists, who formed an important 
voice in the public discourse on issues of national liberation. Like their 
right-wing nationalist and Islamist rivals, represented by Young Egypt 
{Misr al-Fatai) and the Muslim Brothers, the Egyptian communists also 
sought to free Egypt from the grasp of British imperialism. Yet the two 
sides of the political spectrum took decidedly different views when it 
came to the issue of the unity of the Nile valley. This chapter will 
demonstrate that the groups on the right were not only part of the broad 
national consensus, which called for the unification of the Nile valley 
under the Egyptian crown, but also pursued the most extreme position 
on this issue, objecting vehemently to any compromise on the matter. In 
contrast, the communist left, as we shall see, went against the national 
mainstream, staking out an unabashedly dissident position calling for the 
independence of the Nile valley from British colonial rule in Egypt and 
from British and Egyptian rule in Sudan, granting self-determination to 
the Sudanese people, including the right to determine their destiny. This 
unpopular approach, rejected out of hand by the establishment and most 
of the political spectrum, damaged the legitimacy and prestige of the 
communist organizations. And yet, a number of years later, the leaders 
of the July 1952 revolution adopted the principles of the communist 
formula for the resolution of the Sudan issue, while denying their origin 
and continuing the brutal struggle to eradicate organized communism 
in Egypt. 


Historical Narratives: The Egyptian Right and the 
Struggle for Sudan 

The Muslim Brothers (MB) were founded in Egypt in 1928 by Hasan 
al-Banna as a modern religious protest movement and quickly turned 
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into an international Islamic movement, whose influence on the devel¬ 
opment of modern Islam can be seen to this day. The MB adopted a 
radical and paternalistic nationalist agenda regarding the special histor¬ 
ical connection between Egypt and Sudan, assuming that Sudan was 
actually an integral part of the Egyptian homeland. Their ideological 
mouthpiece held fast to the Egyptian national historic narrative, stressing 
that it is the hand of Allah that drives the engine of unification and guides 
it to a safe harbor despite the maleficent efforts of British imperialism to 
undermine the unity of the valley. In fact, argued al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun, 
the southern Nile valley, 

whose history is unforgettable and must not be removed from [people’s] minds 
and hearts, is part of the body of the homeland. No matter how many organs 
there are in this body, the English imperialist policy tries to tear them apart... the 
hand of Allah organizes this unity and the flow of the mighty river supports it ... 
Muhammad ‘Ali and Isma'il founded huge villages so that the Nile valley, from 
its source to its estuary, would constitute a single “political entity.” The history, 
language, unity of hopes and suffering, all these came together to strengthen 
and intensify the connection. The English saw this and it disturbed them. They 
limited the rule of Muhammad ‘Ali to the Nile valley. Later they besieged 
[Khedive] Isma'il until they stopped his conquests southward. With regard to 
anything connected with the Nile sources, they grabbed strategic positions and 
established military bases there.' 

As far as the MB were concerned, it was the British, acting out of 
imperialist interests, devoid of morals and justice, who created the Mahdi 
movement encouraging fragmentation and separatism in the Nile valley. 
Thus, for example, when the movement was established, adopting an 
Islamic guise and championing the struggle for the liberation of Sudan 
from British rule, the British imperialist regime in Sudan waged all-out 
war against this movement, exploiting the circumstances to demand the 
withdrawal of Egypt from Sudan in 1882. Erom then on, Britain used all 
available means to separate Sudan from Egypt. The British planted the 
“seeds of hatred and rivalry between the northerners and the southern¬ 
ers. They closed the gates of the south to the northerners in order to 
separate them from one another and prevent them from meeting and 
developing familiarity ... they managed to postpone the [discussion] of 
the issue of the Sudan in every negotiation ... the supporters of separat¬ 
ism [in the Sudan] are the disease of the east.”^ In the view of the MB, 
activism in support of unification should be driven by the Egyptians, and 
the opinion of the Sudanese made no difference. So, for example, Salih 
‘Ashmawi, Hasan al-Banna’s deputy and the first commander of the 
MB’s “Special Organization,” who was one of the representatives of 
the most extreme faction, announced in August 1944, “Egypt and the 
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Sudan are a single nation, and we will not permit the Sudan to secede 
from us any more than we would permit Alexandria and Aswan to secede 
from us, [even if they should wish to].”^ 

‘Abd al-‘Aziz Kamil, one of the senior Muslim Brothers and one of the 
heads of the Special Organization, urged the members of the Sudanese 
delegation that came to Egypt in April of 1946"^ not to fall into the trap 
that British imperialism had laid for the unified nation. He addressed 
the delegates directly from the pages of the MB’s paper, al-Ikhwan al- 
Muslimun: “It pained me to hear about the recurring calls to strike an 
alliance with the enemy. I thought perhaps it was the influence of imperi¬ 
alism which caused you to lose your faith even in your brothers ... I do 
not want you to silence these voices or to fight these ideas, because the 
greatest ill in the east is the eradication of liberty, the liberty of the nations 
and the liberty of thought.”^ Kamil does not take issue with each person 
expressing his thoughts. In the second half of his article he changes to 
second person plural and describes his experience during his most recent 
journey to Sudan: 

As I traversed Egypt and reached Aswan, I found the signs of life rising gradually 
to the south, and the yearning drove me to go there. But then a [British] foreigner 
stopped me and said to me, “Stop! This is the Sudan!” So I said, “They are my 
family and my brothers! Why do you stop me here? Did the Sudanese or the 
Egjrptians agree to this?” So I went into myself and considered what stands and 
separates between brothers in an era of coalescence. I felt sadness when I recalled 
that a group of your sons [southerners] want this foreigner as an ally. 

Kamil declared that the only remedy to the presence of Britain in 
Egypt and Sudan was withdrawal. In his view, Britain was a tiresome 
guest “who sucked the blood of life, and poisoned the thoughts of the 
sons.” It created an artificial border between parts of the Nile valley and 
prohibited mutual visits and even cooperation among the sons of the 
valley. “My brother, do you think that what Britain wants is good for me 
and for you? That they are concerned for your welfare and mine?” asked 
Kamil. The answer to the question is as clear as day: the British are 
the exploiters and we are the ones who have the rights. The only way to 
reach a mutual understanding is by restoring the rights of the exploited, 
concluded Kamil.® 

As we have seen earlier, Egyptian historians and geographers consist¬ 
ently argued that the unity of the Nile valley was not a modern phenom¬ 
enon but a historical one whose roots were planted deep in the soil of the 
valley. The radical nationalist Young Egypt also saw the effort to realize 
the unification as an Egyptian issue from start to finish, demonstratively 
ignoring any role that the other side, i.e., the Sudanese, could play. 
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Their leader, Ahmad Husayn, set out the position of Young Egypt in 
a letter to King Faruq in August 1945, entitled “National demands 
{al-matlib al-qawmiyya) and the means to achieve them.” In the letter 
he wrote, inter alia, “The Egyptian parliament must resolve that the king 
[Earuq] is the king of Egypt and the Sudan. The Sudanese are Egyptians 
and enjoy fully equal rights. This is the solution of the Sudanese ques¬ 
tion, and should England object to this, it will be perceived as an 
exploiter, and we will drag it to arbitration in the international courts 
and institutions.”^ 

The communists rejected Husayn’s demands scornfully. Ahmad Sadiq 
Sa‘d published a scathing critique of Husayn in the Marxist magazine al- 
Fajr al-Jadid (this was also the name of a Marxist organization, whose 
leaders were central contributors to the journal). Sa‘d wrote that 
Husayn’s position on the Sudanese question reeked of colonialism. 
Husayn argued that the increasing population of Egypt required the 
annexation of Sudan and an opening of the borders so that the inhabit¬ 
ants of Egypt would not die of starvation. Sa‘d rejected this, arguing that 
starvation and poverty in Egypt were the result of class issues. The 
Egyptian demand for British withdrawal from Sudan should be based 
on defense considerations, not exploitative colonialist intentions; British 
withdrawal from the Nile valley would improve the ability of Egypt and 
Sudan to defend themselves against imperialism. Husayn called on the 
Egyptian parliament to pass a resolution calling for the integration of 
Sudan into the Egyptian kingdom, without consulting with the people of 
Sudan, who emphasized, through their institutions and political parties, 
that they were not interested in being liberated from British colonialism, 
only to fall into the hands of Egyptian colonialism. Husayn, Sa‘d remon¬ 
strated, was not at all interested in the will of the Sudanese people. 

Sa‘d noted that Young Egypt’s memorandum was published in the 
journal al-Wafd al-Misri and claimed that this was the continuation of a 
dangerous alliance that began with the elections of 1945, in which the 
Wafd (which boycotted the elections) supported candidates of “Egyptian 
Fascism.” This odd coupling, claimed Sa‘d, “contradicts the hostility 
which reigns between the two movements” and is also contrary to the 
Wafd’s own policy and interests. Worse yet, it is dangerous to the people 
because it could lead to the victory of the forces of colonialism and 
reaction in Egypt.® 

As mentioned, the two dissident rightist movements. Young Egypt 
and the MB, presented the most extreme right-wing position in the 
spectrum of the national consensus. Along with both establishment 
and anti-establishment historians and geographers, they emphasized the 
geographical foundations that united the two regions of the Nile valley 
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and determined paternalistically that the geographical boundaries of 
Egypt included Sudan. As World War II was winding down, the MB 
announced in the pages of al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun that the Nile Valley 
was “a symbol of rootedness and unity” and that it had “a wonderful 
enchantment.” The unified borders included all of the demographic 
elements of the valley from the source of the Nile to the Delta. This 
unity ensured the movement of merchandise and industry to the south¬ 
ern Nile region and abetted the organization of the administration there, 
similarly to that in the north, and aided in maintaining security. It was the 
British occupation that led to the Egyptian withdrawal from Sudan in 
1884, but in 1896 it was reconquered. Al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun cited the 
saying attributed to Sharif Pasha, “ [even] if we were to leave the Sudan, 
the Sudan would not leave us.”^ 

Young Egypt, which adopted fascist symbols and even made 
occasional use of Nazi terminology in its propaganda, chose to view 
the resolution of the question of the unity of the Nile valley in the 
context of the Egyptian need for lebensraum. Young Egypt went 
beyond Egyptian-Sudanese unification to a more expansionist concep¬ 
tion {al-mafhum al-tawassu‘i), which exceeded the recognized geograph¬ 
ical boundaries of the two peoples. One of their leaders, Muhammad 
Sabih, expressed this in a lecture at a branch meeting in Mansura in 
January 1940. In his view, the Nile valley “spreads from the lakes of the 
equator in the south to the Mediterranean Sea in the north; from the 
upper part of Ethiopia and the Red Sea and the border of the Sinai 
in the east to the contemporary western borders of Egypt and the 
Sudan. Thus, the equatorial region, including the equatorial lakes, which 
Egypt took over during the reign of Isma'il, was part of Egypt’s living 
space.” Sabih even bothered to add to “Egypt’s living space” an impor¬ 
tant water source - Lake Tana, the major reservoir of the Blue Nile - 
“the important source of the Nile, which ought properly to be under 
Egyptian supervision. 

The position of the MB was similar to that of Young Egypt, but 
focused on the religious ties inextricably connecting the two regions 
of the valley. So, for example, Hasan al-Banna, their general guide, 
announced on 13 August 1945 that 

this country wishes its natural boundaries to be recognized and not to be 
displaced by others from its land. When Egypt demands unification with the 
Sudan and the end of British rule and cessation of British intervention in 
the affairs of the inhabitants of the valley, this is not in order to exploit the 
Sudan for imperialistic aims or to take over a nation and pillage its land, rather 
in order to liberate its southern half, which is tied to it by the Nile in an 
unbreakable bond ... The Sudan is not a colony that Egypt wishes to colonize. 
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but the southern region of Egypt, which must unify with its northern sister 
so the Nile valley will be unified.'^ 

The MB, like Young Egypt, championed expansion further south. So, for 
example, in September 1945, Hasan al-Banna declared that 

it is our desire to defend our southern frontier and preserve our rights in Eritrea, 
Zeila, Massawa, Harar, and the Upper Nile - the regions, with whose soil the 
blood of the Egyptian conqueror mixed, which were given life by Egyptian hands, 
and in whose skies the Egyptian flag flew. Later they were stolen from the body of 
the homeland by foreign aggression. There is no international agreement or legal 
statute granting the right to them, to anyone but Egypt. It is our duty to return to 
our history and see the price we have paid, in money as well as in human life, 
for securing our borders, not out of imperialist ambitions or for the sake of 
geographical profit, but rather out of a vital need, which cannot be denied. 
Now there is an appropriate opportunity for Egypt to demand the return of 
what was taken from it by exploiting the distraction and forfeiture of [previous 
Egyptian] governments.'^ 

Salah ‘Abd al-Hafiz, a lawyer by profession and a member of the MB’s 
General Guidance Office, warned “his Sudanese brothers” against enter¬ 
ing an alliance with British imperialism. 

As for us, we live as slaves in the guise of free men ... As regards the sources of 
the Nile and the rights of the people of the valley from the south to the north, their 
lives and livelihoods are dependent upon this great river. It is their right that its 
sources not be in the hands of foreign exploiters, and to control their Nile from its 
source to its estuary ... Our word to the Sudanese is based on the economic, 
social, linguistic and geographic unity between Egyptians and Sudanese ... The 
traditional and well-known role of imperialism is to create a wedge between 
peoples and nations ... We must demand of our Sudanese brothers to cleave to 
Egypt and to be devoted to the EgjTJtian administration so long as there is no 
Egyptian governor in the Sudan who can demand satisfaction for the Sudanese or 
the Egyptians.''' 

It enraged ‘Abd al-Hafiz that the Egyptian negotiators did not include 
Sudan in the Anglo-Egyptian treaty of 1936. He called on the students 
representing the younger generation and on the Egyptian people not to 
be deterred and to endanger their own lives and fortunes to achieve 
liberation and full independence throughout the Nile valley from its 
upper to its lower ends. It is up to the younger generation, declared 
‘Abd al-Hafiz, to always remember the words of their young leader 
Mustafa Kamil. 

Ahmad Hasan al-Zayyat, the owner, manager, and editor in chief 
of the Egyptian periodical al-Risala, who represented an emphatically 
reformist Islamic message, wrote a position paper on the unity of the Nile 
valley, addressed to “Our dear brothers in the upper wadi" (valley), and 
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called upon them to unite with the Egyptian people, for “We and you are 
a single people, and this is no exaggeration.” Zayyat referred to a “hand¬ 
ful” of Sudanese who rejected unification as intending “to cut off what 
Allah commanded them ... Allah created us all from this blessed river ... 
He arranged that the character and facial characteristics should be simi¬ 
lar, even the color. He gave us this earthly paradise ... How can this small 
handful of people help the ‘red beast’ [i.e., the British] to incite you to 
foster enmity ... The British beast is not made of the clay of the Sudan 
and Egypt ... This beast has misled this handful of people.” Zayyat 
stressed the common destiny of the two peoples, saying, “The sovereign 
over the heavens and the earth bound our destiny to yours ... Cairo and 
Khartoum are twin Arab cities, dwelling as neighbors in a single country, 
drinking the same water.”^® 

Young Egypt presented a similar line in its journals. The British, 
declared Young Egypt, were not interested in the advancement of the 
Sudanese; they rather viewed them as “docile subjects,” whereas the 
Egyptians viewed them as brothers.Their leader Husayn declared that 
“The Sudan is part of Egypt, and the Sudanese people belongs to the 
Egyptian people - they speak our language, share our faith, drink what we 
drink, and eat what we eat, and they are of the same Egyptian race.”^® 
Eathi Radwan, one of the leaders, emphasized that “The Sudanese are a 
component of Egypt, who live in southern Egypt. 

From the left, the communists rejected the ethnic argument for unity: 

The Sudanese consist of several peoples or tribes, some of which are Negroes and 
some Arabs ... each tribe speaks its own special dialect and is not connected with 
the other tribes. In fact the man from the north of the Sudan is quite cut off from 
the south, and so on, all of which shows that the Sudan is behind the times, and 
the circumstances in it are not such that we can speak of the existence of one 
nation there. More correctly we can say that the Sudanese are a people, which is 
still in the stage of being formed and that the elements of its growth have not 
become complete, such elements being economic circumstances, one language, 
similar tradition, etc.^° 


Crossing the Nationalist Consensus: The Left’s 
Stanee on Sudan 

Organized communism emerged in Egypt in the late 1910s, and as far 
as the Sudan question was concerned, the communists adhered to the 
national consensus that Sudan and Egypt were one entity. This view 
was clearly stated by the first Egyptian Communist Party (ECP), which 
joined the Comintern in December 1922. In January 1923 it presented 
its political manifesto, which displayed a radical anti-British orientation 
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and called, inter alia, “for the nationalization of the Suez Canal, the 
liberation and unification of Egypt and the Sudan.In February 
1924 the ECP issued its political credo stating, inter alia, that the party 
would struggle for the independence of the Nile valley - politically, 
economically, and socially.^^ 

As for the national question, including the Sudanese question, the 
party objected to the “English presence” in Egypt and Sudan and 
demanded action to bring the two peoples together to secure their 
common interests in terms of utilization of the natural resources of both 
countries. The party staked a position opposing those who exploited the 
rights of both peoples, whether foreigner or Egyptian nationalist. 

The first time the communists strayed from the national mainstream 
on the Sudanese question was in the platform the party published toward 
the end of 1931. This did not yet constitute a significant deviation from 
the consensus, focusing primarily on the expulsion of colonialism from 
the Nile valley and the achievement of full unconditional economic and 
political independence for Egypt and Sudan. The novelty of the platform 
lay in the party’s recognition of the right to self-determination of the 
Sudanese and the Egyptian nations, a recognition that was at odds with 
the Egyptian consensus that viewed Sudan as an Egyptian prerogative 
since the days of Muhammad ‘Ali. The platform demanded “a complete 
guarantee of the right of the Sudan to self-determination (al-daman al- 
kamil lihaq al-sudan fi taqrir masirihi). The platform also included a 
demand to enter into an alliance with the Soviet Union in a campaign 
to expel the colonialists. It also called for the separation of religion and 
state. The social planks called for the nationalization of assets and the 
cancellation of debts and taxes for the peasants.The paradigm shift, at 
this stage, had no influence on Egyptian politics, given that the commun¬ 
ist movement was persecuted by the authorities and operated clandes¬ 
tinely. Its influence during the time of Isma‘il Sidqi’s dictatorial regime 
was practically non-existent. 

The decisive paradigm shift from the unity of the Nile valley to the 
Sudanese right to self-determination occurred at the very outset of the 
1940s. The communists of the 1940s went against the national main¬ 
stream with regard to the Sudan question, presenting a provocatively 
different approach: a concerted Sudanese-Egyptian struggle to expel 
British imperialism from the Nile valley and the recognition of the 
Sudanese’s right to determine for themselves whether to opt for unifica¬ 
tion with Egypt or independence. Sudan was not the only question on 
which the communists went against the mainstream; by 1947 they had 
already adopted the Soviet line on Palestine, which supported partition, 
and were paying a heavy political price for this position.This begs the 
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question: was the communist dissenting approach due to the fact that 
they liaised closely with Sudanese communists and thereby became more 
aware of Sudanese aspirations? Or was it because Egyptian communists 
sensed the imperialist undertones of the standard Egyptian position? 
Sudanese communists did work closely with their Egyptian counterparts, 
who supported, sponsored, and encouraged them. Nevertheless, as we 
shall see, the new paradigm on the future of Sudan was originally formu¬ 
lated and advocated by the Egyptian Movement for National Liberation 
{al-Haraka al-Misriyya lil-taharrur al-Watani — Hametu) and its leader 
Henri Curiel. Egyptian communists who were anti-colonialist rejected 
both British and Egyptian colonialism. They were firm believers in the 
rights of all peoples to self-determination, and in this regard Sudan and 
Sudanese were no exception. 

During World War II, the British made every effort to join forces with 
anti-fascist elements in Egyptian society and tried to collaborate with the 
communists, but the latter declined. They championed a new slogan 
demanding the broadest possible front against fascism, at the same time 
condemning British occupation: “Against Fascism ... but not with the 
English {Didda al-fashiyya ... uua-lakinna laisa nia‘a al-ingiliz). Another 
difference between the communists and the other political forces was the 
consensual paradigm, expressed in the slogan: “The Unity of the Nile 
Valley - One Nile - One People - One King” {wahdat wadi al-nil — nil 
wahid - sha’b wahid — malik wahid). The communists adopted an alter¬ 
native slogan: “Political and economic independence, and a common 
struggle with the Sudanese people and their right to self-determination” 
{al-istiqlal al-siyasiyya wa-al-iqtisadi wa-al-kifah al-mushtarak ma‘a al- 
sha‘b al-Sudani wahaqhu fi taqrir masirihi). The communists were also 
opposed to negotiations with the occupiers, raising the banner of “armed 
struggle” - representing a new political direction that began to take form 
in the early 1950s.^® 

New communist organizations emerged in the early 1940s. The most 
prominent of these were Hametu, founded by Henri Curiel, and Iskra 
{al-Sharara), founded by Hillel Schwartz. Other prominent groups were 
al-Fajr al-Jadid (the New Dawn), founded by Ahmad Sa‘d Sadiq, Yusuf 
Darwish, Raymond Duwayk, and Salih Rushdi, and Munazzamat Tahrir 
al-Sha‘b - the Organization of the People’s Liberation. 

Among these new organizations, it was Curiel’s group, Hametu, that 
most prominently advocated the Sudanese right to self-determination. 
Curiel actively recruited Sudanese and Nubians to his organization 
alongside Egyptian workers. The communists in Hametu played a leading 
role in Sudanese unions, publishing Huriyyat al-Shu‘ub (1941) and 
Umdurman, starting in 1945, periodical forums in which the movement’s 
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ideas on the Sudanese question were advocated. The communists 
successfully promoted the slogan, “The common struggle against the 
common enemy” {al-kifah al-mushtarak didda al-‘adu al-mushtarak) as a 
counter-slogan to what they viewed as the slogan of the nationalist 
bourgeoisie: “One Nile - One People - One King.” The most important 
fruit of this endeavor was a group of Sudanese activists, who later 
established the Sudanese Movement for National Liberation (al-haraka 
al-sudaniyya lil-taharrur al-watani - Hasetu).^^ Hametu was also active 
among the Nubian minority and assisted in the establishment of 
Nubian cells. The movement objected to the proposal of the British 
and al-Umma party, who called for separating Nubia from Egypt and 
annexing it to Sudan.In mid-1947 Iskra, Hametu, Marcel Israel, and 
most of the members of his organization. People’s Liberation, merged 
to form the Democratic Movement for National Liberation {al-haraka 
al-dimuqratiyya lil-taharrur al-watani — Hadetu), which became the largest 
communist group, number-wise, and the most active in the Egyptian 
political and social arenas. The new movement maintained a similar line 
to Hametu on the Sudan question, i.e., the Sudanese people should 
determine their own future.^® 

Al-Jamahir served as an important conceptual forum at first for the 
Iskra activists, later for Hadetu activists as well, who gave less weight to 
the Sudan question. Iskra, which was very active among the students, 
called for the establishment of a “united front for liberty and democ¬ 
racy.” After merging with Hametu in mid-1947, they accepted Curiel’s 
approach. The al-Fajr al-Jadid group, in its eponymous house organ, 
toed a similar line to Curiel’s, but less focused on the Sudan question.^® 

Of all the communist newspapers, it was Umdurman that became the 
main voice opposing the Egyptian consensus on the Sudan question. 
Thus, for example, ‘Abd al-Majid Abu Hasabu wrote that “the questions 
of the peoples do not arise on the basis of sentiment, but on the basis of 
the struggle, the national (qawmi) struggle for justice. The young people 
of Egypt must study the issue of the Sudan and the actions of the 
colonialist policy in the country, rather than approaching the issue from 
the sentimental standpoint, as the Egyptian government does in its efforts 
to mislead the public.” He argued that the capitalist interests in Egypt 
calling for unification were no less dangerous than those in Sudan calling 
for separation. In his view, the first group comprised Egyptian capitalists 
seeking new markets, while the second group comprised Sudanese cap¬ 
italists seeking a monopoly on Sudan’s economic resources. The con¬ 
flicts between the two groups, noted Abu Hasabu, were merely conflicts 
between personal interests. In his words, the peoples of the valley shared 
language, religion, and common interests, but above all they shared the 
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anguish of colonialism. Both peoples must cooperate in the struggle for 
liberation against the common enemy - British imperialism. They must 
first of all rid themselves of colonialism, and the two peoples will resolve 
the details of what will happen afterward of their own free will.^^ 

Umdurman stressed that the slogans of the struggle should be: “The 
Nile Valley for its Inhabitants” {wadi al-nil li-ahlihi), “Complete With¬ 
drawal from the Nile Valley” (al-jala’ al-tam ‘an wadi al-nil), “Stay away 
from Egypt and the Sudan,” and “Liberation, then Self-Determin¬ 
ation.”^^ The calls of students in Egypt and Sudan for “Withdrawal 
and Unification of the Nile Valley” {al-jala’ wa-wahdat wadi al-nil) were 
heartfelt and pure in intention, but the content was mistaken, stated 
Umdurman: “We need to be demanding ‘Complete withdrawal from 
the Nile Valley’ {al-jala’ ‘an wadi al-nil bi-akmalihi), because what was 
the point of withdrawal from Egypt without withdrawal from the Sudan? 
Our call must be focused and our objective clear. We are currently facing 
a single problem, the expulsion of colonialism which is exploiting and 
exhausting us.”^^ 

Several days before the fall of the first Nuqrashi government 
(1945-1946) Umdurman launched a frontal attack on him and his gov¬ 
ernment for their inability to deal with the British presence in the Nile 
valley. Nuqrashi argued that silence was the most effective policy. He 
could justify such an approach because for him the question of the Nile 
valley was the private domain of himself and his partners. He needed a 
reminder, however, that the question of the Nile valley was the concern 
of all of its inhabitants. “No, oh prime minister! Egypt for the Egyptians, 
and the Sudan for the Sudanese. You have no right to speak or be silent, 
except what the people permits and directs you!” Nuqrashi’s idea to meet 
with religious leaders in Sudan to learn their positions was no different 
than the Sudanese government’s program to turn to the Sudanese dele¬ 
gates in the advisory council and province councils to clarify their inten¬ 
tions. Was there, then, “a conspiracy on the part of the government of the 
Sudan and the government of Egypt to turn the Sudan into a colony? We 
are perplexed on this point. The Sudan will not accept any referendum 
while colonialism is in control here. First we must rid ourselves of 
colonialism and expel it, and only then the people will speak out of their 
own free will and determine what sort of regime they desire. 

Umdurman made it clear that there could be no discussion of the 
independence of Egypt as long as the occupation of Sudan continued, 
or of the independence of Sudan as long as the occupation of Egypt 
continued. The freedom fighters thus saw their primary obligation in the 
common struggle of the two peoples for the expulsion of foreign coloni¬ 
alism and the achievement of liberty and independence. However, the 
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Egyptian negotiators generally ignored this position, enabling British 
colonialism to exploit the best resources of the Nile valley over the course 
of generations, in exchange for which the British requited the inhabitants 
with poverty, ignorance, and disease. Judging by the inferior and ingrati¬ 
ating way the Egyptian government managed the negotiations with the 
British on the future of the Nile valley, the Sudanese people might have 
been expected to give up hope, but this did not occur, as remnants of 
faith and national and political awareness remained. 

Was the slogan “Unity of the Nile Valley” uniting or dividing the 
struggle of the Egyptian and the Sudanese people? asked ‘Amir Hamadi 
al-Sudani, a Sudanese by origin, in al-Fajr al-Jadid. In his view there 
was no doubt that the answer was that it was dividing them. In Sudan 
flourished a nationalism, which began to sense its independence and 
resisted “being swallowed up by any other nationalism, and views anyone 
interested in swallowing it as an enemy to rise up and fight against.” The 
nascent and developing economy in Sudan, stressed Sudani, completely 
resisted being swallowed up by the Egyptian or British economies. He 
contemptuously dismissed the demands of Egyptian leaders and polit¬ 
icians “to eradicate and ignore Sudanese nationalism.” Such a demand, 
he declared, “constitutes a betrayal of the Egyptian people struggling for 
their liberty and rights, and a betrayal of the Sudanese people.”^® 

Within Umdurman were also voices expressing more moderate 
approaches to the future of Sudan. So, for example, Muhammad Amin 
Husayn wrote that there was no one among the Sudanese who was in 
favor of separatism. However, there was a disagreement regarding the 
manner and details of unification. There was no need at this stage to 
determine the details of such a unification, so as not to appear divided 
on the direction and intentions and not to intensify the division. At this 
historical stage there was a need to unify all efforts and focus all thoughts 
and actions of the people of the Nile valley. Slogans such as “Sudan 
for the Sudanese” (al-sudan-lil-sudaniyyun) or “Sudan First” (al-sudan 
awwalan) were not to be understood as calls for separating the two parts 
of the Nile or for division. Egypt and Sudan had “a common problem” 
{qadiyya mushtaraka) and “common interests” (musalih mushtamka), 
which must not be compromised.^^ 

In April 1945, the Graduates’ General Congress adopted a resolution 
on “the formation of a democratic Sudanese government, united with 
Egypt under the Egyptian crown” (qiyam hukuma sudaniyya dimuqratiyya 
fi ittihad ma‘’a misr taht al-taj al-misri) This resolution aroused contro¬ 
versy in the communist community. Muhammad Amin Husayn wrote 
in Umdurman that the resolution was adopted by a majority of the 
congress and was subsequently confirmed by the provincial committees. 
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so everyone was obligated to uphold it. The Sudanese opposition 
claimed that the discussion of the issue was rushed and the resolution 
should be reexamined, as it would bind future generations. Husayn, for 
his part, defended the resolution and claimed that it was reached in a 
democratic manner.He further argued that the resolution was pre¬ 
ceded by numerous discussions in caucuses, conferences, and meetings, 
so that it could not be claimed to have been rushed. The inhabitants of 
the Nile valley in general and of Egypt in particular “must understand 
that this was the greatest and most important resolution in the modem 
history of the Sudan.” Husayn further argued that the days when the 
issues of nations were decided without consultation with the people 
were over: 

We always said that the issues of the liberties of nations suffering from various 
kinds of exploitation and colonialism were a single issue the world over. We 
always said that the interests of these nations was a single interest - liberation. We 
said that any weakening of the powers ruling over the exploited nations anywhere 
in the world would benefit the nations in general ... On this basis, the interests of 
the inhabitants of the Nile valley are a single interest, their anguish is a common 
anguish, and their cooperation toward the achievement of their interests and 
the breaking of their chains is inescapable ... The first part of the resolution, 
regarding the establishment of a democratic Sudanese government, is a matter 
on which there is no argument among the Sudanese of all parties, including 
parties active outside of the Graduates Congress, including al-Umma party 
whose slogan is “Sudan for the Sudanese.”^® 

Husayn addressed “our Egyptian brothers” and argued that there was 
no intent of separatism. He noted that it was the natural right of the 
Sudanese to manage their own affairs and that there was no contradiction 
between this and the principle of cooperation between the two parts of 
the Nile valley, citing the example of the United States, the Soviet Union, 
and Switzerland. Egypt, wrote Husayn, is a constitutional monarchy, 
and unification with Egypt must be on the basis of a constitutional and 
monarchical Egypt, so that “under the Egyptian crown” must be part of 
the resolutions of the Graduates’ General Congress. 

The treaty of 1936 triggered a national awakening in Sudan, wrote 
Umdurman. This became first evident in the appearance of the Gradu¬ 
ates’ General Congress, 

a fighting organization which began to rise up against British colonialism by every 
legal and illegal means in order to return to the Sudanese people the rights 
usurped from them and their right to liberty and a life of dignity. The congress 
could not have been conceived if not for the treaty of 1936 - a treaty ratified 
by a cabal of bourgeois leaders - collaborators with colonialism who suckled 
[colonialism] with their mothers’ milk. This treaty condemned the Nile valley to 
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continued occupation and colonialism. What could the Sudanese people expect 
from an Egyptian leader, who could not serve his own people and does not realize 
their objectives, demands and aspirations? This sin is ascribable not to the 
Egjrptian people but to the defeatism of these leaders who have betrayed their 
national concerns since 1923. History repeats itself in the present as well. The 
leaders of Egypt - collaborators with colonialism - mislead the Egyptian people 
when they tell them that they will realize their national aims and yearnings. In 
actuality they sold the remnants of the motherland in order to satisfy their own 
greed and personal ambitions. 

According to Umdurman, such leaders can never be expected to change 
their mode of operation, since their interests coincide with the interests 
of colonialism. The Egyptian and the Sudanese peoples must realize that 
the time for miracles has past and their issues will be resolved only if 
they take them back from the politicians and leaders and deal with them 
according to their own will and interests. 

There is no need to prove the defeatism of the governments and leaders, since the 
latest Egyptian memorandum is in front of our eyes, in which they plead for 
independence like beggars and in addition, haggle over sacrosanct rights. [The 
Egyptian government] took the treaty of occupation and turned it into a basis for 
negotiations and bargaining, despite the fact that the treaty is inoperative and 
incompatible with current developments and world events. 


The Root of All Evil: The 1936 Treaty and 
British Colonialism 

The MB as well as the communists had consistently and vociferously 
called for the abolition of the 1936 treaty since the end of World War II. 
For example, al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun announced on 9 February 1946 
that the 1936 treaty affirmed the separation of Sudan from Egypt and 
was the cause for the jihad being carried out against Britain.About a 
month later the movement’s ideological mouthpiece published a sharp 
attack on the Egyptian government for its powerlessness to protect the 
national interests of Egypt. “The Muslim Brothers, who are the largest 
popular body, saw that the country is devoid of independence because 
of British involvement, its liberty is chained by the treaty [of 1936] and, 
the unity of the Nile valley is torn to shreds because of these chains. 
Moreover, the national economy is controlled by monopoly and exploit¬ 
ation.”"*^ As far as the MB were concerned, the treaty of 1936 could 
no longer serve as a basis for British-Egyptian relations, and the 
international circumstances created as the result of World War II com¬ 
pelled its nullification, since the League of Nations - the body that 
gave the treaty its international legal standing - no longer existed. 
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Table 6.1 Survey among Students and Faculty of Fu’ad I University 



Lecturers 

Students 

Question 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

Is it right that the Egyptian national issue is dealt with 
bilaterally between us and the British? 

18% 

82% 

19% 

81% 

Do you believe that independence can be achieved by 
means of negotiation? 

79% 

21% 

31% 

69% 

Are you optimistic concerning our political future? 

62% 

38% 

42% 

58% 

Do you believe that Egypt is an independent state? 

8% 

92% 

1% 

99% 

Do you believe/trust any of the parties’ leaders? 

8% 

92% 

24% 

76% 

Are you satisfied with your life? 

74% 

26% 

57% 

43% 


Moreover, Egypt’s signature on the UN Charter and its UlSI membership 
created a reality that gave Egypt more room for maneuver in its relations 
with Britain, including the abolition of the treaty of 1936.^® 

In January 1946 the MB conducted a survey among students and 
faculty of Eu’ad I University on central national questions, including 
the future of Sudan.Among the questions were those included in 
Table 6.1. The journal drew the following conclusions from the survey: 
Eirst, there was partial agreement that the Egyptian issue should be dealt 
with at the international level; this should be given serious thought, and it 
is a patriotic duty to bring this to the attention of the leadership. Second, 
the older generation still places its trust in negotiations, which led to our 
downfall, whereas the younger generation is not particularly enthused by 
negotiations and even express a clearly negative view. This generation 
gap can also be seen with regard to Egypt’s political future. Even so, both 
faculty as well as students expressed negative positions regarding their 
trust of the political echelon and the degree of Egypt’s current independ¬ 
ence. There was also widespread dissatisfaction with their life in Egypt.^® 
As the negotiations between Egypt and Britain were about to open in 
April 1946, Hasan al-Banna sent a letter to the Sidqi government in 
which he wrote: 

The realization of the nation’s basic demand is the complete withdrawal 
from the Nile valley and the preservation of its unity, a unity which will make 
its inhabitants the children of a single homeland, who will share rights and 
obligations ... if you [the government] succeed in achieving this objective, good 
for you. If not, then you must reveal this to the nation (who have the right to the 
final word) immediately and raise the issue before the Security Council before 
the end of its session. Rest assured that the nation will not demur in jihad and is 
ready for confrontation.'*^® 
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Banna expressly demanded that the negotiation not last long. The 
general guide of the MB concluded 

that we will not miss the opportunity to present our problem to the Security 
Council, in which we are represented ... How fine it would be if the negotiation 
would be completed before the coronation festival on 6 May, when Egypt will 
celebrate two festivals at once - the festival of [King] al-Faruq and the festival of 
the victory or the jihad. It would be good if you would state clearly to the British 
negotiator that the nation intends to achieve its rights or to die without them, and 
will not return to the path of negotiations - either success or struggle.”^® 

Salih ‘Ashmawi praised the heroism of the Egyptian students during the 
events of 21 February 1946. On that day the students set out toward the 
king’s palace to submit a memorandum calling for the nullification of 
the treaty of 1936. They were attacked aggressively by the British, aided 
by the Egyptian police. Their brutality reached its peak when the ‘Abbas 
Bridge was deliberately opened while the demonstrators tried to cross it, 
resulting in many of them falling into the river and drowning. The British 
did this, said ‘Ashmawi, because they wanted “to paralyze the nerve of 
the nation which had risen up against them, in an effort to buy time.” In 
his words, after months of negotiations, when the talks appeared to have 
reached a dead end, pessimism on the Egyptian side grew, and disap¬ 
pointment along with it. The Egyptians lost their trust in the sincerity of 
British intentions. ‘Ashmawi called on the Egyptian people to unite in 
this difficult hour, “to stand as a single bloc, and struggle for your rights, 
waging jihad for liberty and independence.”^^ 

The communists, for their part, vociferously demanded the nullifica¬ 
tion of the treaty as well, though for different reasons. In their view only 
the nullification of the treaty would enable Egypt to negotiate with 
Britain on an equal footing rather than from the inferior position estab¬ 
lished in the treaty of 1936. Egypt would achieve independence only if 
three fundamental conditions were met: British withdrawal from land, 
sea, and air; Egypt’s withdrawal from any alliance with Britain; and the 
denial of any special status to Britain. Al-Fajr al-Jadid declared that 
both the Nuqrashi and the Sidqi governments agreed to negotiate with 
the British on the basis of the 1936 treaty, and reiterated its position 
that any negotiation on the basis of the status quo would end in failure. 
Despite its announcement that it was entering negotiations free of all 
restraints, the government was in fact restrained by the borders deter¬ 
mined in 1936. The current situation, stressed Ahmad Sadiq Sa‘d, was 
that “Egypt is a member of the UN whose Charter overrides any treaties 
that contradict the principles of the organization, including the Anglo- 
Egyptian Treaty of Alliance, because the treaty puts Egypt in the status of 
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an indentured country while, as a UN member, it is a state with full 
sovereignty and equal to other states including Britain.” In light of this 
new reality, declared Sa‘d, Egypt is entitled to unilaterally nullify the 
treaty of 1936. 

According to him, Britain grossly violated the treaty when, despite the 
clause declaring the end of the military occupation of Egypt, the British 
military not only continued, but even expanded its presence in Egypt. 
The 1936 treaty also included the aspiration to immediately wind down 
British presence in the security establishment, even though it allowed 
for the possibility of a five-year transition period. This clause, stressed 
Sa‘d, was not fulfilled. He also sharply criticized paragraph 5 of the 1936 
treaty, which subjugated Egyptian foreign policy to the interests of 
imperialism. This paragraph declared that the parties committed them¬ 
selves not to implement positions in their foreign relations that con¬ 
tradicted the treaty. In practice, however, this prevented Egypt from 
ratifying treaties without British approval. Britain also got preference in 
supplying external experts for Egyptian needs and was also guaranteed 
exclusivity in supplying equipment to the Egyptian military. Sa‘d con¬ 
cluded that the paradigm of “negotiations” that served only to perpetuate 
the status quo must be abandoned. 

A few days before the establishment of Hadetu, al-Jamahir, the 
mouthpiece of Iskra, launched a frontal attack on Nuqrashi. Mahmud 
al-Nabawiy sharply criticized Nuqrashi’s procrastination in raising the 
Egyptian issue in the Security Council. He claimed that there were 
rumors of secret negotiations between Nuqrashi and the British on the 
issue of Sudan. According to Nabawiy, Nuqrashi hoped to avoid having 
to raise the issue in the Security Council and was prepared to negotiate 
with British imperialism on the basis of a procedural amendment in the 
Sudan Protocol, while all other matters, including military, economic, 
and political restraints that imperialism wished to impose on Egypt in the 
framework of an overall agreement, were not included in these talks and 
were dealt with in the framework of a mutual understanding (between 
Nuqrashi and the British).Nabawiy referred to Bevin’s declaration that 
the parties would reach an initialed summation on the issue of with¬ 
drawal and that on the issue of Sudan there remained disagreements on 
the interpretation of the Sudan Protocol. He claimed that the Egyptian 
government agreed, in essence, to the continued occupation of the 
country for three more years, agreed to a military alliance with imperial¬ 
ists, and agreed to the establishment of a joint security council. “The 
significance of this is that all the restraints the two of them wish to impose 
on the Nile valley and all the chains with which they wish to shackle [the 
Nile valley] have been agreed upon [between the two parties] and all that 
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remains is the ‘interpretation’ of the ‘Sudan Protocol.’” Nuqrashi sent a 
public statement on the matter to the press. According to Nabawiy, he 
did not demand the abolition of the 1936 treaty as the people wanted, or 
of the 1899 treaty, but in essence ratified the treaties by agreeing to the 
appointment of the British governor-general Robert Howe. Neither did 
Nuqrashi reject the proposed Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement, which he had 
enthusiastically endorsed in the parliament in the past. From these facts 
Nabawiy concluded that Nuqrashi’s public statement was merely an 
attempt to distract the people from their primary objective, the complete 
withdrawal from the Nile valley, and to present the talks as concerning a 
minor disagreement on the Sudan Protocol. “Our struggle against 
Imperialism is not a struggle over the ‘Sudan Protocol,’ but a struggle 
for the liberty and independence of the Nile valley,” declared Nabawiy. 

Our struggle against Imperialism is not over ‘the Sudan,’ as Bevin and Nuqrashi 
are trying to paint it. Moreover, it is beyond that and deeper than that. It includes 
all aspects of our economic, political and military lives. This is a struggle for the 
liberation of Egypt and the Sudan. This struggle will not be resolved by an 
arrangement between Bevin and Nuqrashi, but by the struggle of the people of 
the Nile valley united in a single front against Imperialism and its collaborators.^^ 

Mahmud Hammadi (pseudonym of Shuhdi ‘Atiyya), too, asserted 
that the Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement, which “Nuqrashi’s government 
endorsed,” was the main weakness in the presentation of the problem to 
the Security Council. Regarding the issue of Sudan Hammadi wrote: 

The demand for the unification of the Nile valley without a demand for complete 
withdrawal from the Nile valley and simultaneous recognition of the right of 
self-determination of the Sudan ... and without clearly warning of the danger that 
the continued presence of the British in the Sudan poses to the independence 
of Egypt and to the freedom and welfare of the Sudan, and without drawing 
attention to the danger of separation in the shadow of Imperialism, [the 
presentation of the issue before the Security Council] can only be described as 
a service to Imperialism and a severe weakening of the issue of the Nile valley.^® 

The left wing within the Wafd, which had cooperated in many matters 
with the Tali‘at al-‘Ummal group, was also categorically opposed to 
making compromises with Britain and called for the abrogation of the 
1936 treaty. However, unlike TalVat al-‘Ummal, it supported Egyptian- 
Sudanese unification. At a conference in the village of Awlaila in early 
1947, for example, the Wafd Youth wing, which represented students 
and workers, called for linking the issue of the Nile valley to the people’s 
will. They harshly attacked the current leadership that “insists on our 
servitude” and demonstrated its incompetence in both domestic and 
foreign policy. They further accused the government of “relegating the 
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issue of the homeland to the shelf’ and of taking a cynical view of the 
bloodshed inflicted by the Sudanese government on the nationalists in 
Sudan, and called for struggle against imperialism and its offshoots. They 
declared that as students and workers who constitute the young back¬ 
bone of Egypt, they were aware that all eyes were on them; that they were 
“ready to spill their blood to liberate the valley, to evict the English from 
the land, to defend liberty and democracy, to support the rights that were 
stolen from the people and to protect the workers and peasants”; and that 
they were fulfilling the program under the direction of their commander 
and leader Mustafa al-Nahhas, the opposition leader at the time.^^ 
Within the MB, further nuances regarding the demand for Egyptian 
unification can be discerned. For example, ‘Abd al-Hafiz al-Sayfi, the 
founder of the department of foreign relations in the Muslim world in the 
period of Hasan al-Banna, tried to ease somewhat the tension between 
the Sudanese, who objected to unification, and the Egyptian and Sudan¬ 
ese supporters of unification. To begin, he did not reject the possibility 
of the establishment of a separate Sudanese entity, if such a possibility 
should present itself: 

It would be a mistake to imagine that this view is only held by those who are 
calling for it. We wish to reassure those who support this view, that we Egyptians 
are true partners in this purpose and will be truly pleased, if this precious and 
desired aspiration would be embraced by all Egyptians and Sudanese equally. 
Any Egyptian, who does not want Sudan to be for the Sudanese, is thus not a true 
nationalist, who wishes for the good of his homeland. We believe that the day the 
Sudan will be [self-sufficient], the true happiness of all the people of the Nile 
valley will be realized. We want to assure our southern brethren, that we wish 
them all the best as we wish for ourselves, and that we will act together with them 
toward the realization of our common aspirations, and we will stand by their side 
in achieving our rights that have been usurped by the imperialist foe, who has 
driven a wedge between us and the realization of our aspirations ... Oh, people 
of the south, we are your partners in everything you do and everything you 
struggle for ... Regarding the claims often made that behind these people [who 
call for separation] stands the foreign occupier, who is interested in dividing a 
single land and a single people to make it easier for him to conquer smaller parts 
of the valley, we declare clearly that there is no way the Egyptian and Sudanese 
brothers would enable the imperialist exploiter to drive the people, who hold this 
view, and achieve the result he desires. We have positive views of our brothers 
in the south. We support them in the realization of a common cause and the 
expulsion of a common foe.^® 

Although Sayfl ostensibly supported the slogan “Sudan for the 
Sudanese,” he argued that achieving this aim would require a joint 
Sudanese-Egyptian effort against the common enemy - Britain. He 
turned “to his Sudanese brothers,” exposing the malicious British 
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scheme to take over Sudan. His assumption was that before the right of 
the Sudanese to self-determination and the possibility of deciding their 
own future could be discussed, they still needed Egypt’s help in the 
complete liberation of the Nile valley. The two peoples must buckle 
down and struggle together to achieve the desired liberation. He called 
on the Sudanese and Egyptians to establish a strong joint government 
“to stand up to the exploiting foe and for a free parliament based on 
the true will of the people.” Sayfi noted the recent parliamentary elec¬ 
tions (January 1945), in which ‘Ali al-Barir (a native Sudanese, perceived 
as “the popular Sudanese ambassador to Egypt and the sponsor of 
the Sudanese students, who came to study in Egypt”) ran in one of the 
districts - a move that, according to Sayfi, was well-received in Egypt and 
that demonstrated “an Egyptian willingness to involve their Sudanese 
brothers equally in the political system. 

Sayfi, who did not wish to appear as diverging from the official 
position of the MB, concluded with the words of the general guide, 
Hasan al-Banna, in favor of unity: 

Have our Sudanese brothers not heard the statement of the general guide of the 
Muslim Brothers at the celebration in honor of their leaders at the General 
Center in Cairo: We are in a time of consolidation, when various peoples are 
taking advantage of the opportunity and are looking for simple matters that bring 
them together. All the more so when the earthly and heavenly powers unite the 
people of the Nile valley. Does this people not have the right to unite, particularly 
in the era of the Arab League, to be followed by the Islamic League?®® 

As we have seen, even before the first significant round of talks between 
Egypt and Britain began in May 1946, a Sudanese delegation, including 
representatives of the main Sudanese political currents, arrived in the 
Egyptian capital at the beginning of April with the objective of presenting 
a united position, which they had formulated on 19 March 1946. This 
position included the following points: 

1. Egypt and Britain must make a joint declaration recognizing the 
existence of a democratic Sudanese government in union with Egypt. 

2. The Sudanese government will determine the nature of the union 
with Egypt. 

3. The free and democratic government of Sudan will enter into an 
alliance with Britain reflecting the nature of its union with Egypt. 

On 7 April the Sudanese delegation published a declaration expressing 
its reliance on the government of Egypt to support its demands, since 
both countries were struggling for liberation from imperialism.®^ British 
withdrawal from the Nile valley, it declared, must be total - political. 
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military, and economic - and to achieve this aim the Sudanese and the 
Egyptian people must unite. A separate solution for Egypt and Sudan 
must be rejected out of hand. Only following full British withdrawal 
could Egypt and Sudan reach an agreement on “the internal organization 
of the Nile valley. 

The visit of the Sudanese delegation and its demands aroused wide¬ 
spread controversy within and among the political currents in Egypt. For 
example, the editorial staff of al-Fajr al-Jadid conducted an internal 
debate on the Sudanese demands. They reached the conclusion that 
there is a Sudanese nationalist movement led by a developing and pro¬ 
gressive “national capitalist class” struggling against colonialism and 
playing an important historic role - the establishment of a democratic 
regime. Egyptian progressive forces must join the developing Sudanese 
nationalism and its revolutionary leadership and open a united struggle 
against the common enemy - British colonialism. “We need to under¬ 
stand that the Sudanese nationalist movement is the most significant 
player and the central power, and our interest is that it become stronger 
and join us in the common struggle against colonialism.”®^ 

The editorial staff of al-Fajr al-Jadid assessed the Sudanese nationalist 
movement as being unified and free in its direction, as evinced by the 
interparty agreement and the coalition established on that basis. Address¬ 
ing the calls for separatism within Sudan, the members of al-Fajr al-Jadid 
argued that those came from a tiny segment of the colonialist-oriented 
Sudanese parties. Dividing the political forces within Sudan before the 
completion of the British withdrawal meant throwing Sudan into the 
maw of British colonialism, which aspires to determine the type of regime 
in Sudan before withdrawal, thereby separating Sudan. On the other 
hand, they stressed, “the Egyptian reactionaries” also aim to define the 
type of regime in Sudan, namely its program for full merger of Sudan 
and Egypt. The significance of this was that both British colonialism and 
Egyptian reaction set their primary goal as determining the form of the 
regime in Sudan, whereas the Sudanese nationalist movement viewed 
the liberation from colonialism as its primary objective. It was no sur¬ 
prise, then, they wrote, that British colonialism and Egyptian reaction 
were fighting the Sudanese nationalist movement, since it posed a threat 
to their interests by aspiring to achieve liberation from colonialism and 
the establishment of a democratic Sudanese regime, resisting foreign - 
particularly British and Egyptian - exploitation of Sudan. 

The editorial staff of the Marxist journal called for unification of the 
Sudanese and the Egyptian nationalist forces in light of the bourgeoisie’s 
betrayal of its national mission. Unification of the nationalist forces in 
both countries should be unification in the struggle against colonialism. 
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whereas the position of the bourgeois leadership was the reverse. It 
held on to general slogans such as “The Unity of the Nile Valley,” “Unity 
of Blood,” etc., without explicating the substance of these slogans. 
The editorial staff of al-Fajr al-Jadid criticized what it considered to be 
corrupt methods employed by Egyptian politicians toward the Sudanese 
delegation, including intimidation and threats such as, “either the dele¬ 
gation first declares their allegiance to the unification of the Nile valley, 
which means accepts the determination [by Egyptian political leaders] of 
the character of the regime in the Sudan, or the examination of the Sudan 
question will be postponed pending an agreement between the north and 
the south of Sudan.” 

The editorial staff noted that the Egyptian people supported the 
Sudanese demands and their slogan, “A united struggle against a 
common enemy” {Kifah mushtarak didda ‘adu mushtarak), and called 
on the Sudanese nationalists to address the Egyptian people and ally 
themselves with “its aware leadership.” It also called on the Egyptian 
nationalists to fight against any colonialist calls for “separatism” or 
“unification” and to support the Sudanese nationalist movement. “Loyal 
nationalists” in Egypt and Sudan must turn their attention first and 
foremost to resistance to the occupation. Their first objective should be 
the liberation of Egypt and Sudan from British colonialism. It concluded 
with the call: “Long live Egypt and the Sudan as two independent 
democracies.”®^ 

In contrast, the response of the MB to the visit of the Sudanese 
delegation and its declared common points was highly critical. They 
rejected the Sudanese demand for self-determination and freedom to 
determine the future of the unification with Egypt democratically. The 
unity of the Nile valley was unquestionable because the peoples of the 
valley, on both sides, were united in their language, religion, origin, 
traditions, customs, hopes, and torments, as well as in their commer¬ 
cial and economic bonds. Materially, the Sudanese and the Egyptian 
economies would be inextricably linked after the expulsion of British 
imperialism. Separation would entail severe economic crisis in both 
sister countries.®® 

Referring to the Sudanese delegation’s demands, Hasan al-Banna, 
the general guide of the MB, wrote in al-Ahram a message to Isma‘il 
al-Azhari, the head of the delegation. Eirst, reasoned Banna, the desire of 
the delegation to participate in the Anglo-Egyptian talks as a third party 
was used as a pretext by the British to evade discussion of the Sudanese 
problem, and Egypt’s right to speak on behalf of Sudan was denied. This 
might jeopardize the advancement of the national question, of which 
Sudan was an integral part. Second, the delegation’s mission did not 
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correspond with the hopes and desires of the people of the valley - the 
unity of Egypt and Sudan. The mission should change its declared aims 
to the following: 

1. To call for the evacuation of British troops from the entire Nile valley, 
thus ensuring its complete independence, as already declared by the 
delegation. 

2. For the Sudanese representatives to come to terms with the Egyptian 
government on the future links between the southern and the north¬ 
ern parts of the valley. 

3. To authorize some members of the delegation to negotiate as repre¬ 
sentatives of the south within the Egyptian delegation, to display 
solidarity and unity of goals vis-a-vis the British.®® 

Banna, who represented a mass movement with deep roots in the Nile 
valley, reminded the Sudanese delegation of his movement’s stand on the 
solution for the Sudan question: 

[The MB] believe that we are one nation and want to see a full unity between 
the Egyptians and Sudanese as the sons of one people, with one homeland, 
identical rights and duties, with one nationality and one constitution. This 
means that the elections would be held and conducted in the Sudan similarly 
to Egypt. The Sudanese would enjoy a proportional representation in the 
parliament. They would also have ministers and heads of governments, and 
there would be no objection to changing the name of the united country from 
“the Egyptian Kingdom” to “the Kingdom of the Nile Valley.” The high and 
junior administrative posts within Sudan would be for the Sudanese, as they 
know better the affairs of the country. Such steps would dispel the argument that 
the unity of the Sudan and Egypt would give the latter on account of its culture, 
wealth and large number of educated residents, a monopoly of the South’s posts. 
On the contrary [stressed Banna], talented Sudanese would be able to hold 
positions and serve in a variety of jobs in the northern part of the valley.®^ 

Banna concluded by making an appeal to the delegation to reconsider its 
demands. He promised that the MB would be happy to maintain close 
contacts and cooperate with the representative of the Sudanese to learn 
their problems and to reach a rational and optimal solution.®® 

The journal al-Ikhwan al-Muslimun conducted a study with the aim to 
prove that Egypt and Sudan were hound together not only in political, 
religious, and cultural terms but also in economic and commercial 
aspects. The study’s target audience were all parties involved in the 
negotiations between Egypt and Britain. The study related to the Sudan¬ 
ese delegation as follows: 

Recently a Sudanese delegation arrived in Cairo to participate indirectly in the 
Egyptian-British negotiations and take a close look at them ... We are taking this 
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opportunity to examine the economic situation in the Sudan in order to 
demonstrate to the negotiators that the unity of the two parts of the Nile valley 
is not determined only by ethnicity, language, religion, tradition, customs, 
aspirations and sufferings; rather, the two parts of the valley are bound as well 
by economic and commercial ties. The Sudan completely depends on Egypt for 
the marketing of its primary products in the event that the imperialist British 
market is cut off. If the Sudan is separated from Egypt, this will cause economic 
crises in both sister states, as neither one can manage without the other.®® 

In other words, the position of the MB remained firm: the Egyptian 
course for the solution of the unity of the Nile valley was an incontro¬ 
vertible axiom. 

Like the communists, yet for opposite reasons, the MB were active 
within Sudan in the latter part of the 1940s to advance their vision of the 
unity of the Nile valley. In addition, Sudanese students in both Egypt and 
Sudan were affiliated with the Egyptian movement already in the late 
1940s. Unlike Hametu, which supported, sponsored, and encouraged 
the formation of its Sudanese counterpart Hasetu, a Sudanese branch 
of the MB was established officially by Sudanese activists only in 
August 1954. At that historical phase, the doctrine of the unity of the 
Nile valley was no longer an Egyptian nationalist consensus - it was 
rather in a terminal phase. Al-Rashid al-Tahir, who became the leader 
of the Sudanese branch, was on good terms with the Eree Officers, 
particularly with Salih Salim. However, following Nasser’s assassination 
attempt in October 1954, relations severely deteriorated. Consequently, 
the Sudanese MB joined forces with the anti-unionist Sudanese forces. 
In independent Sudan, they, unlike their Egyptian counterpart, were 
initially pragmatic and cooperated with local political organizations, 
including communist.^** 


Right and Left on the Egyptian Failure in the 
Security Council and Its Consequences 

Opposition pressure on the various Egyptian governments between 
1945 and 1947 not to reach an agreement with Britain that would 
include concessions on core national issues bore fruit. While the Nuqra- 
shi (1945-1946) and Sidqi (1946) governments tried to resolve the 
disagreements with Britain by negotiations (and even, in the case of the 
Sidqi government, the formulation of a draft agreement including con¬ 
cessions on the issue of Sudan), the second Nuqrashi government 
(1946-1948) embarked on a different policy. It decided to bring the 
dispute with Britain for deliberation in the UN Security Council. Egypt 
hoped that it would have the upper hand in this arena, since the two new 
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superpowers, the USSR and the United States, were expected to support 
Egypt’s national demands. In a speech on 5August 1947 before the 
Security Council, Nuqrashi declared that the unity of the Nile valley 
was an undisputed fact. The border between Egypt and Sudan was an 
artificial boundary created by Britain. He emphasized that the economic 
unity between the two countries was based on common agricultural, 
industrial, and commercial interests - and infiuenced by their complete 
dependence on the Nile. The process of Egyptian penetration into Sudan 
that began in the early nineteenth century was peaceful and natural, 
based on common language and culture. Nuqrashi accused Britain of 
being responsible for all the ills and difficulties faced by Sudan and stated 
that the future of the Nile valley was an internal Egyptian-Sudanese 
matter that would be resolved between the two nations only after the 
complete British withdrawal from the valley. Nuqrashi’s patronizing 
speech left no room for doubt: Sudan was Egyptian property, and only 
Egypt knew what was good for the Sudanese and how to advance Sudan 
politically.^^ However, Egyptian hopes of persuading the members of the 
Security Council of the justice of their demands were frustrated.’^ 

The Egyptian failure in the Security Council led to sharp criticism at 
home. Tali‘at al-‘Ummal (al-Fajr al-Jadid group) argued that Nuqrashi’s 
aggressive language in the Security Council stemmed from the heavy 
pressure from the awakening nationalist movement. The international 
reality was such that British imperialism was on the retreat in the face of 
growing national liberation movements, and Egypt, in this sense, was no 
different than the others. Nuqrashi’s talk of imminent British withdrawal 
was hollow, since it was clear to him and the upper classes associated 
with him that Britain was prepared to withdraw, and what remained to be 
determined was the price of the withdrawal. The major landholders and 
monopolists wanted the withdrawal to take place in a manner that would 
ensure the perpetuation of “reactionary rule in Egypt. ” The communists 
viewed the Bevin-Sidqi draft agreement as proof of this. The Nuqrashi 
government, in their view, worked to achieve the same objective by colla¬ 
boration with the allies of imperialist Britain. They went further, stating 
that this government was planning to promulgate “a law of mandatory 
recruitment, acquisition of American ordnance and American training of 
the Egyptian military when the treaty with Britain is finalized ... Putting 
this plan into action makes it necessary that the reactionary government 
remain in power. The communists accused the MB of collaborating 
with Nuqrashi in the implementation of the scheme by organizing mass 
demonstrations with empty slogans calling for British withdrawal and 
protesting the UN Security Council, actions intended in actuality to 
distract the public from the substance of the national problem.’"*^ 
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As far as the Tali‘at al-‘Ummal members were concerned, the Nuqra- 
shi government was responsible for the failure in the Security Council, 
and the primary reason for this was that the government was not demo¬ 
cratic and its relations with the common classes were hostile. Tali‘at 
al- ‘Ummal objected to any future agreement with imperialism and called 
for complete British withdrawal from the Nile valley and for the fall of the 
government.^^ Nuqrashi’s presentation of the Egyptian cause before the 
Security Council constituted the greatest retreat of Egyptian reaction in 
the face of the pressure of the democratic nationalist movement - pres¬ 
sure that led to the fall of the Sidqi government, the rejection of the 
Sidqi-Bevin program, and the cessation of the Anglo-Egyptian negoti¬ 
ations. Still, the Egyptian reaction used the period of calm following 
the presentation at the Security Council to increase the pressure on the 
common classes, particularly the proletariat. The forces of Egyptian 
reaction implemented measures intended to shore up its rule: increased 
subjection of the government to the palace and conveyance of the mes¬ 
sage that “our country is for Anglo-American imperialism.” Britain was 
in a state of retreat due to the circumstances in Europe and the world 
over and not interested “in losing more of its bases, so they established 
central military bases in Kenya and Central Africa, and they talk of the 
right to self-determination for the Sudanese so that the Sudan will 
become formally independent but subject in actuality to British rule.” 
Tali‘at al-‘Ummal called vociferously to refrain from any kind of bilateral 
talks with Britain, whose sole objective was the advancement of its 
imperialist aims.^® 

The members of the Democratic Movement for National Liberation 
(Hadetu), the largest communist movement, also claimed that Nuqra¬ 
shi’s decision to go to the Security Council stemmed from public pres¬ 
sure: “The government senses the people’s rage and is engaging in 
deception and terror. At one moment they try to claim that the with¬ 
drawal is near, and at another they try to show how firmly they are 
standing up to the English when in fact they are best buddies. At yet 
another moment they are trying to claim that putting off the presenta¬ 
tion of the issue serves the interests of Egypt and not of the English. 
Hadetu announced that behind the presentation of the Egyptian national 
demand was the intention to create an alliance between local reaction 
and imperialism - to ensure the continued rule of the Egyptian reaction¬ 
aries and safeguard imperialist interests. Nuqrashi’s demands in the 
Security Council were the result of popular pressure and were primarily 
intended for “local consumption in Egypt.” The speech was, in effect, 
“the nail in the coffin of the national aspirations.” The Nuqrashi gov¬ 
ernment accepted, in effect, the principles of the Sidqi-Bevin draft 
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agreement, including the establishment of a Joint Defense Council with 
Britain and a three-year timetable for withdrawal/® 

In an article on the Sudan issue published in al-Jamahir, the ideo¬ 
logical mouthpiece of Hadetu, Nuqrashi and his advisors were attacked 
for ignoring the right of the Sudanese people for freedom and the call for 
the abolition of the 1899 treaty, and for settling instead for the demand to 
“alter the status quo in the administration of the Sudan.” This formula¬ 
tion ensured the continuation of the British imperialist regime in a new 
guise, whereas our demand was always the complete expulsion of imperi¬ 
alism from Sudan and not just the introduction of a merely procedural 
change in the administrative system.’® Hadetu claimed that the spirit in 
which the matter was presented in the Security Council was liable to lead 
in a perilous direction, removing this issue of great national import from 
the Council’s political agenda and transferring it to a course of legal- 
constitutional discussions. Such a situation would only increase the 
likelihood of the establishment of international commissions of inquiry 
on Sudan that would not necessarily serve the interests of the people of 
the Nile valley. The deliberations on the burning national issues would 
continue to be fruitless, and certain questions would not be resolved, 
such as whether the 1899 treaty was or was not imposed upon Egypt; 
whether the 1936 treaty achieved its objectives; whether the English 
were really encouraging separatist movements that sowed the seeds 
of division in the Nile valley; and whether England could rule Sudan 
without Egypt. All of this legal sidetracking could be prevented if Egypt 
had a popular government committed to the abolition of the treaties of 
1936 and 1899. Such a government would make clear to the world the 
gravity of the danger in the continued occupation of the Nile valley - 
an occupation that threatened the peace of the Middle East because 
of the strategic location and importance of the valley - and would also 
emphasize the importance of the integrity of the valley and the welfare of 
its peoples.®® 

In spite of this, Hadetu saw a few points of light in the list of demands 
that Nuqrashi intended to present to the Security Council: first, 
the demand for the complete withdrawal from the Nile valley and 
the abolition of the current administrative regime over Sudan; and 
second, the presentation of the roots and characteristics of the Anglo- 
Egyptian conflict. The document also included, however, “dangerous 
loopholes”: 

1. The lack of a clear rejection of the Sidqi-Bevin draft agreement. 

2. The lack of a demand to abolish the treaty of 1899. 
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3. Settling for complete withdrawal from the Nile valley without men¬ 
tioning other areas of imperialist rule in the region. 

4. Ignoring the popular demand that the withdrawal be without an 
alliance or treaty with imperialism.®^ 

Nuqrashi paid no attention to the liberation of the Sudanese people and 
settled for the demand for “changing the current system of administering 
the Sudan.” This formulation, basically similar to the Sidqi-Bevin draft, 
would ensure the continued rule of British imperialism in a new guise, 
whereas the people’s demand was to expel imperialism from Sudan and 
not merely change the administrative system. 

These perilous loopholes were liable to open the door to the renewal 
of negotiations with the British. The only way to prevent a retreat in 
Nuqrashi’s positions and the continuation of the negotiations with Brit¬ 
ain was to continue the popular struggle, based on the following slogans: 

1. “Imperialism must fall.” 

2. “The Sidqi-Bevin program must fall.” 

3. “The 1936 and 1899 treaties must fall.” 

4. “No to a treaty or alliance with imperialism.” 

5. “Complete withdrawal from the Nile valley with no treaty or 
alliance.”®^ 

In a public statement published by Hadetu on 21 July 1947, the 
organization declared its commitment to the citizens to continue to 
struggle until the Nile valley achieved full independence. The statement 
praised the people, whose struggle and consciousness brought down the 
“tyrant” Sidqi, forced his successor, Nuqrashi, to cease the negotiations, 
and forced his government to lodge a protest at the Security Council after 
much foot-dragging. Hadetu called on the people to take the initiative 
into their own hands and raise their voice before the world and empha¬ 
size their demands: 

1. Complete, immediate, and unconditional withdrawal from the Nile 
valley without any alliance with imperialism. 

2. Complete rejection of the Sidqi-Bevin plan. 

3. Insistence on the abolition of the treaty of 1936 and the agreements 
of 1899.®^ 

In an additional public statement released on 4 August 1947, Hadetu 
claimed that Sudan was suffering under a slave regime in the south 
and a semi-feudal regime in the north, and its citizens were living in 
dire, inhumane conditions, in the shadow of a military regime lasting 
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fifty years. Therefore, argued Hadetu, “our fundamental demand is full, 
immediate, unconditional withdrawal from the Nile valley with no treaty 
or alliance. This is a right guaranteed to us by the UN Charter.” Hadetu 
declared that the unity of the Egyptian-Sudanese struggle stemmed from 
the unity of objectives and the common economic and cultural interests 
of both nations, and from the historic ties that connected Egypt and 
Sudan in their common struggle for the complete liberation of the Nile 
valley. Hadetu stressed, as well, the right to self-determination for Sudan, 
while asserting the need for a transition period, in which Egypt would be 
the warden for Sudan under UN supervision. Egypt would be respon¬ 
sible “for the progress of the Sudan and for the development of its culture 
and national economy, and its full liberation from every remnant of 
imperialism, in order to create the necessary conditions to allow the 
Sudanese to implement their democratic right to self-determination, 
[and enable them] to determine the kind of relations they wish to main¬ 
tain with Egypt following this period [of wardenship], be it autonomy or 
unification or full independence.”®"^ 

Hadetu argued that Egypt should emphasize to the Security Council 
that it would not deny the Sudanese their right to self-determination and 
that it was the British who prevented and continued to prevent them 
from realizing this right, creating a climate of terror in Sudan. Just as bad 
was their prevention of economic progress and of the development of the 
national culture and a free press. Hadetu rejected the notion of full 
Egyptian sovereignty over Sudan and the premise that Sudan was “a 
large portion of our land,” as Nuqrashi declared. “Eull Egyptian sover¬ 
eignty over the Sudan,” argued Hadetu, would open a loophole for the 
imperialists to point to a denial of basic principles of the UN, which 
include the right of peoples to self-determination. All this would increase 
the threat of Sudanese separatism. Hadetu also rejected the idea of a 
referendum following the withdrawal, as proposed by Nuqrashi: “Nei¬ 
ther the Egyptians nor the Sudanese have an interest in such since the 
current imperialist and enslaving administration, which has lasted fifty 
years, is tainted with bribery, bankruptcy and deception, which have 
permeated to the heads of the tribes who control a large portion of the 
Sudanese.” Therefore, in Hadetu’% view, a referendum in Sudan imme¬ 
diately following withdrawal would not necessarily represent the true 
view of the Sudanese. In light of contemporary circumstances, the idea 
of wardenship as part of the process realizing the Sudanese right to self- 
determination was the best practical option, according to Hadetu.^^ 

The wardenship proposed by Hadetu, which was a slight deviation 
from the movement’s original trajectory, was the butt of sharp criticism 
from the rival communist group Tali‘at al-‘Ummal, which expressed its 
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support for the Sudanese national movement as long as it was struggling 
against imperialism and working to throw off its yoke. The Sudanese 
national movement, it stressed, should continue to fight against the 
feudalism inherent in the alliance with imperialism and to destroy the 
enslavement regime that imperialism wished to leave in place in Sudan. 
Tali‘at al-‘Ummal declared that 

the position of the opportunist group [Hadetu] appropriated the idea of the right 
to self-determination for the Sudanese people, while calling for the imposition 
of a protectorate. This movement [Hadetu] takes no account of the Sudanese 
national movement, nor of the interests of the Sudanese people and supports 
the most reactionary Egyptian bourgeois elements ... Wardenship will lead the 
feudal Sudanese reactionaries to create a bloc with the Egyptian reactionaries at 
the expense of the burgeoning Sudanese bourgeoisie; Egypt will thus be taking 
the place of Britain as occupiers and imperialists. Moreover, this solution 
constitutes support of the call for Sudanese separatism which leads to the 
continuation of the British occupation of the Sudan.®® 

Tali‘at al-‘Ummal also attacked Hadetu for its readiness to exonerate 
the Socialist Party, formerly known as Misr al-Fatat,^^ for its past and 
to focus on its current positions (1951). Misr al-Fatat was painted as a 
fascist organization in every sense of the word. Even if the most recent 
declarations of the party leaders had a socialist character and spoke 
of the defense of liberties and a constitution, in actuality this was not 
a significant departure from its policy and methods, since the class 
makeup had not changed. Misr al-Fatat belonged to the Second Inter¬ 
national of the type of Bevin, Atlee, and the rest of the Western European 
countries. Worse yet, this party continued to call enthusiastically for 
the colonialization of Sudan and Egyptian migration to Sudan. Its 
leader, Ahmad Husayn, still supported the regime of King Ibn Sa‘ud 
in Saudi Arabia.®® 

Nuanced differences among the various communist groups regarding 
the future of Sudan were insignificant in subsequent years as well. The 
paradigmatic line shaped by Hametu (and later Hadetu) remained dom¬ 
inant in the communist camp until the decision of the Free Officers’ 
regime to sign an agreement along those lines in 1953. The platform of 
the Egyptian Communist Party established in 1949 (known as al-Raya) 
also called for independence and the liberation of the Nile valley from 
“English and American” foreign colonialism and for the withdrawal of 
British forces from Egypt and Sudan. Al-Raya’s platform emphasized the 
freedom of the Sudanese people and their right to self-determination, 
expressing absolute support for their struggle for full liberation and 
for full withdrawal of “British and Egyptian colonial forces” from 
their land.®® 
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Fu’ad Mursi, a founder of al-Raya, sharply and openly denounced 
rival communist organizations, calling them “leftist” and “rightist” 
opportunists. As far as the future of Sudan was concerned, he argued 
unpersuasively and inaccurately, al-Raya was the first and only Egyptian 
political organization to fervently call for the right of the Sudanese people 
to self-determination. Mursi argued that his party condemned both 
British and Egyptian imperialism, calling upon the two to evacuate 
Sudan at once.®° 

Although al-Raya’s program embraced the general communist line on 
the Sudan question, it nevertheless added some new ideas regarding a 
possible solution. Al-Raya committed itself to battle “against all policies 
propagated by the Egyptian ruling class which do not respect the Sudan¬ 
ese right to self-determination.” It also promised to see that the slogan of 
Sudanese self-determination would not be manipulated by the British 
to strengthen and consolidate its imperialist basis in Sudan. Al-Raya 
recommended a federal union between Egypt and Sudan on the basis of 
equality between the two peoples, after British evacuation of the entire 
Nile valley. A federal union was not a compulsory solution, however, but 
an option. It would be made clear to the Sudanese people that their right 
to self-determination was guaranteed. In other words, they themselves 
would determine their future - and the option of secession would also be 
granted and guaranteed.®^ 

Al-Raya’s program drew a distinction between its solution to the 
problem of Sudan and that favored by the Egyptian bourgeoisie. The 
latter wanted to see “the unification of the Nile valley under the Egyptian 
crown. But it is strange that they never mention a single word about the 
future of the Sudanese people and their right of secession. Not only does 
the Egyptian bourgeoisie impose unity with Egypt upon the Sudan, but it 
enslaves the Sudan in the expression ‘under the Egyptian crown.’ In 
other words, it will become an Egyptian colony governed by the same 
regime as Egypt. In contrast, al-Raya stressed that it represented the 
approach of “the Egyptian proletariat,” which aimed at defending Sudan 
and liberating it from tyranny. In addition to the earlier insistence on 
unity as a free choice for the Sudanese people, the communists opted for 
economic, geographic, and political unity after “the abolition of British 
rule in the Sudan and the abolition of the legislative assembly. We want a 
Sudanese national government elected by the people. We want the 
immediate withdrawal of the British army and the handing over of all 
administrative posts to the Sudanese. We want the evacuation of Egyp¬ 
tian troops and the recall of Egyptians occupying administrative posts” 
from Sudan. 
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In early 1952, on the background of the anti-British guerrilla activity in 
the vicinity of the Suez Canal following the unilateral abolition of the 
1936 treaty, Tali‘at al-‘Ummal disseminated the “National Committees” 
program in the Azhar neighborhood. The program called, inter alia, for 
organizing the nation in national committees as a condition for the 
success of the armed popular uprising against imperialism, and for tying 
the popular struggle in Egypt to the struggle in Sudan and declaring the 
right of self-determination for the Sudanese following the withdrawal 
of the imperialist forces from Sudan. In other words, there continued 
to be uniformity on the matter of self-determination for the Sudanese 
people in the divided communist camp even on the eve of the revolution 
of July 1952.®^ 

The position of the Egyptian right on the deliberations in the Security 
Council and its results was different than that of the communists. Nuq- 
rashi was praised for his firm stance in presenting the Egyptian demands. 
Mahmud Muhammad Shakir, a senior writer for al-Risala, characterized 
Egypt and Sudan as a single nation struggling for justice against British 
tyranny “which assaulted their independence and occupied their land 
from the source of the Nile to its delta.” According to him, Nuqrashi 
exposed Britain’s aggressive imperialist policy since 1882 and its exploit¬ 
ation of the people and the injustice caused to them. Nuqrashi’s state¬ 
ment concerning the Egyptian-Sudanese issue forced the British 
delegate in the Security Council to hurriedly present before the members 
of the Council a false and partial history of “British aggression.”^® If the 
Security Council were founded on the execution of justice, argued 
Shakir, Egypt would unconditionally have achieved its full rights from 
those who exploit it. Egypt and Sudan were an outstanding model that 
would surprise British imperialism and its supporters: 

If the Security Council is a modern slave market established by the rival nations in 
order to buy and sell Allah’s creation, then Egypt and the Sudan will teach the 
Security Council a new lesson it is not expecting from a nation weakened by 
the tyrannical British rule for over 65 years. Egjrpt and the Sudan are a strong 
nation that [British] tyranny has taught that rights are achieved by bitter jihad, 
bloodletting and unshakeable faith.®^ 

Shakir, who made frequent use of Islamic terminology, declared that it 
would be well “that the Mujahaddin guard themselves against fear” 
because fear impairs jihad. They must take an example from Nuqrashi, 
who overcame fear when appearing before the Security Council and 
forcing the British to take refuge in falsehoods. Shakir also had a message 
for the other Arab leaders: “If the Arab politicians would be unwavering 
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in their stance on every issue and every agreement, French and British 
imperialism would not have struck roots in our lands to this day.”^® 
Shakir believed that if Britain could not be defeated by force, it could 
be defeated by shaking up the stability of the region, because Britain, in 
his view, excuses its continued presence in Egypt and Sudan on the 
pretext that it is the one keeping stability there: 

Britain’s interest is to keep the peace in this region of the Near East. This is a 
pretext for it to remain in Egypt, the Sudan, Palestine and Iraq. We must seek a 
way to expose this counterfeit peace ... The entire Arab world knows that Egypt 
and the Sudan are its very heart, and if this heart remains weak and chained in the 
chains of imperialism, the Arab world will not have the power to do something for 
the arousal which is stirring in the breasts of its sons ... We must unite, not only 
in Egypt and the Sudan, but throughout the Arab world and every region in the 
Muslim world.*® 

Fathi Radwan, now a member of the Nationalist Party and a represen¬ 
tative of the most nationalist point of view on the matter of Sudan, 
praised Nuqrashi and called upon him to continue to take a nationalist 
line, because this was what he needed to do: 

We must present clear positions vis-a-vis the English and take steps compatible 
with our new position with respect to them. Perhaps the first step we must take 
would be to recall the Egyptian ambassador from London. The Egyptian 
administration must boycott them completely: every English official must leave 
the government, the [Egyptian] delegations must be recalled from England, 
doors must be closed to English companies; and the government must deny 
any easements concerning the English. Next the government must strengthen 
its ties with any country hostile to England or maintaining a position similar to 
ours. It should increase cooperation with Russia and Poland, who helped us in 
our problem, and stand with them as friends in every matter. These are some first 
steps Nuqrashi should take. There should be coordination between his position 
in the Security Council and his position following the presentation of the issue. 
He must clearly point out the sole means that will bring the realization of our 
demands, jihad in every field against the English and their helpers.^** 

The mouthpiece of the MB took a more critical approach to the results 
of Nuqrashi’s embassy to the Security Council about a year later on the 
background of increasing tension in the relations between the MB and 
the Nuqrashi government. Nuqrashi Pasha stood up in the Security 
Council and fought, while the Nile valley watched his position “so the 
world would see and history take note.” Upon his return from the United 
States he announced that he would continue his struggle until the com¬ 
plete liberation of the Nile valley. In practice, however, he did nothing. 
The MB gave him gentle advice by memoranda and articles addressing 
public opinion. They tried to push Nuqrashi into action but to no avail. 
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Instead, in the vacuum that arose “the germs of evil and corruption 
incubated.” And now Nuqrashi’s government, which trembled in fear 
before the external struggle, was waging an intense internal struggle 
against those who challenged it. “Oh Nuqrashi government, these 
internal crises are the afflictions brought on by this vacuum, and some 
of the ministers are liable to clash with their colleagues because they 
cannot And anything to do ... Save us from this vacuum,” concluded al- 
Ikhwan al-Muslimun}^^ 

Indeed, as we have seen, the Egyptian failure in the Security Council 
led Nuqrashi to reconsider his foreign policy. In the latter months of his 
rule he embraced a policy of pragmatic neutralism in international affairs. 
This shift of foreign orientation was reinforced under the last Wafd 
government (1950-1952). Prime Minister Mustafa al-Nahhas concluded 
that the inter-bloc rivalry could be manipulated by Egypt for the advance¬ 
ment of its national objectives. It was Nahhas who formulated and 
implemented the doctrine of “Calculative/Pragmatic Nationalist Neutra¬ 
lism,” which led in October 1951 to the unilateral abolition of the 
1936 treaty and declaration of Faruq as king of Egypt and Sudan. Rela¬ 
tions with the Soviet bloc improved signiflcantly, and, respectively, rela¬ 
tions with the West deteriorated. The armed struggle against British 
targets in the Suez Canal area by Egyptian guerrilla flghters brought 
Anglo-Egyptian relations to their lowest ebb.'°^ 

British military activity in the Suez Canal zone against Egyptian guer¬ 
rilla groups led to increased and sharper criticism against Britain and the 
West. Sayyid Qutb was particularly unrestrained in his criticism. Qutb 
was a Wafd member until his visit to the United States in 1951. The 
“culture shock” he experienced there caused him to become extreme in 
his views toward the West and the way of life there, and from there the 
path to the MB was short. At this point he had not yet developed his 
radical Islamic outlook against Egyptian “'Jahili society,” and he was 
clearly at an early stage in the forging of his radical ideas. In his articles 
in the months leading up to the July 1952 revolution he did not discuss 
Egyptian society as “apostate” and still had faith in its ability to expel the 
British and bring change to Egypt. The arrows of his criticism were 
aimed at imperialism. Between the lines there were hints of the possibility 
that the Egyptian government might be siding with the imperialist state’s 
position, but he still was not taking the government to task on that score. 
Qutb was adamantly opposed to an alliance with the British enemy or its 
allies. In the wake of the killing of Egyptian guerilla flghters by the British 
military on Egyptian soil he declared that the only response to the 
despicable British actions was a bloody struggle. “Today the die was 
cast; the blood that has been spilled destroyed any dam and any bridge. 
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Oh God, after today no whisper or sound can be heard regarding friend¬ 
ship or alliance. Oh God, no man or half a man of this valley who speaks 
from the corner of his mouth of a Western front. The words are made of 
blood and fire .. 

According to Qutb, “the wheels of time have turned and put an end to 
any opportunity for the servants of the English and of the West in 
general. Any attempt to bind us to the Western camp is gone and will 
never return. There is no room for anything but bullets and blood ... for 
holy revenge ... for jihad and struggle.” According to Qutb, whoever 
wants to return to the negotiating table, to appeasement and alliance, 
must seek another country and not “this land,” must seek another nation 
and not “this nation,” must seek another homeland and not “this home¬ 
land.” He challenged Britain and its “friends” and called upon them to 
leave Egypt immediately: 

After today there is no friendship with the English. Let the friends of the English 
also know this. After today there is no cease-fire with Imperialism. Talk of a 
cease-fire between us and the English is a crime. The attempt to extinguish the 
fire burning between us and them is sticking a knife in the back of those who 
imperil their lives (fida‘iyyin) and the innocent martyrs {shuhada’). Let the 
English leave our land. Let all who think to tie between us and the English 
leave this homeland ... Let no one think he is stronger, greater or higher than 
this people .. 

Qutb believed that British imperialism could no longer bear the burden 
of ruling the Nile valley because of its many weaknesses: “No matter 
the conditions and circumstances, it is the beginning of the end of 
Western Imperialism everywhere, particularly in the Arab and Islamic 
world, which is confronting imperialism today on a variety of fronts ... in 
Egypt, in Tunisia, in Morocco, in Iran, in Iraq, in Syria, Algeria and 
Yemen. They all point to the inevitable end [of imperialism] despite the 
circumstances.” He addressed not only imperialist Britain but also 
France: “France clashed with the Tunisian people and subdued them 
with steel and fire; at the same time that England clashed with the 
people of the Nile valley and subdued them with steel and fire. The 
same means, the same objectives, and the same mentality: the mentality 
of imperialism. 

Qutb believed that the liberation movements drew their strength from 
the people and not from lone individuals, and therefore “a setback here 
or a setback there” would not destroy them. He noted: 

Imperialism always turns to the institutions which dominate the countries under 
imperialism in order to help them subject their peoples. But these institutions 
cannot stand up to the movement of the nations ... We see this in Egypt and 
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Tunisia. In Egypt the move to abolish the treaty [of 1936] was a direct result of 
pressure from the people. The government was replaced and the new prime 
minister followed the line set by the people. 

Another phenomenon Qutb pointed out among the liberation move¬ 
ments was that sometimes they suffer from ennui and impatience, and 
this is an opening for weakness to creep in. He argued that Britain and 
France were in a state of fiscal deficit and military weakness, indicating 
the beginning of the end for them. They therefore could not withstand a 
prolonged struggle with the nations, who could not be wiped out, so they 
wanted to hit the liberation movements. The people must not give up 
what they already achieved, because “the movement of the people is the 
movement of the times, and the times do not go backward.”'®® 

Abu al-Futuh ‘Atifah, one of the founders of the Wafd, also believed 
that Egypt could oust Britain. In a comprehensive article he wrote for the 
Islamic journal al-Risala, ‘Atifah declared that all revolutions have a 
single objective and that is the liberation of the East from the rule of 
the West: 

Egypt is fighting for her freedom, for her independence and for the unity of her 
valley. Her sons have sworn not to rest and not to skimp on blood and sacrifice 
until they achieve for their homeland their legitimate objectives. England refuses 
to grant Egypt its legal rights; in fact the English have come out against all 
humanistic principles and ethical laws and committed horrendous crimes. They 
have assaulted the weak and the old during prayer; they have assaulted women 
and children and chased people out of their homes into the street under a rain of 
bullets ... Even the houses of Allah, the mosques and the churches, even the 
cemeteries were not spared the aggression and crimes [of the English].'®'^ 

‘Atifah mentioned “the Iranian revolt against the English pirates,” refer¬ 
ring to the British Petroleum company, which made huge profits in Iran, 
particularly in 1950, until Iran decided to nationalize the oil in its 
territory and expelled the British from their houses. Later, in Eebruary 
1952, Iran directed Britain to close its consulate in Iran. According to 
‘Atifah, the British influence in Iran thus expired and would not return. 
He also lashed out at the American conscience, which invested great 
efforts to And out whether the American nun in Isma‘ilia was killed by 
British or Egyptian bullets, but when Britain killed and expelled thou¬ 
sands of innocents the American conscience was quiet. ‘Atifah also noted 
the Tunisian struggle for independence from the French occupier, pre¬ 
senting France in a negative light and the Tunisians as victims. He 
concluded by emphasizing that “This is how the West conspires against 
the East and its freedom. Britain and France are the main obstacles to the 
hopes of the peoples of the East .. 



244 


The Struggle for Sudan 


Anti-British sentiments in Egypt intensified following the July 1952 
Revolution. The Free Officers made Egypt’s complete liberation of 
British imperialism their primary goal. However, as we have seen, their 
commitment to the unity of the Nile Valley was shaky right from the start. 
Egypt’s military leaders invested great efforts in the resolution of the 
dispute with Britain and were prepared to sacrifice the vision of the unity 
of the Nile valley on the altar of a separate agreement with Britain for the 
withdrawal of its forces from Egypt proper. Practically speaking, they 
adopted central elements of the communist formulation for the reso¬ 
lution of the issue of the Nile valley. 

To conclude, the right- and left-wing radical movements operated in 
dissident sociopolitical milieus. These movements strove to generate 
revolutionary change in Egyptian society and state. Their polar views 
on the issue of the unity of the Nile valley highlighted the differences in 
their worldviews. Whereas the right-wing movements presented radical 
and uncompromising nationalist positions regarding the inseparable 
bond between Egypt and Sudan and complete rejection of particularistic 
Sudanese nationalism, the communists viewed the Sudanese and the 
Egyptians as two different peoples with a common historical heritage. 
They were determined to advance the idea of the right to self- 
determination for the Sudanese, including their right to determine their 
political future. The communists viewed the British as the common 
enemy of both peoples and called on Sudanese and Egyptians to conduct 
a common struggle to eradicate British imperialism in the Nile valley. 
At the same time, they also rejected out of hand Egyptian imperialist 
tendencies regarding Sudan - tendencies well represented by their 
right-wing rivals, the MB and Young Egypt. 

The patterns of political and intellectual activism of the Egyptian leftist 
social movements were compatible with the definition of the role of the 
intellectual set out by Edgar Morin and J. P. Nettl, according to which 
the intellectual is “a qualitative dissenter,” someone who works in extra¬ 
establishment dissident frameworks and has a universal consciousness. 
The intellectual creates and disseminates ideas whose realization will 
benefit society as a whole.Indeed, the communists worked in dissi¬ 
dent organizational frameworks, which demanded radical socioeconomic 
change in Egypt and Sudan. They came out against imperialism wher¬ 
ever it may have been and raised the banner of the lofty value of the right 
to self-determination of all peoples. They did not hesitate “to speak the 
truth to power,” to employ Edward Said’s phrase,^'° and chose to go 
against the national mainstream even when they understood that this 
impaired their popular image. The Egyptian right also worked in extra¬ 
establishment dissident frameworks and toiled indefatigably to advance 
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its ideas. Nevertheless, the right did not fit into Nettl and Morin’s model 
because their universal mission was only partial: their struggle against 
imperialism may have qualified as universal, while their position on the 
Sudanese right to self-determination was clearly nationalist/colonialist, 
and in that sense not universal. In the ideological and political battle over 
the future of Sudan between the right and the left in Egypt the latter had 
the upper hand. 
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Conclusion 


As we have seen, the national consensus in Egypt regarding the unity of 
the Nile valley crossed party and ideological lines. The Egyptian political 
elite was determined not to let the process of de-colonialization following 
World War II pass by the valley, and official Egypt made extensive 
international diplomatic efforts to persuade the international community 
of the validity of its claims regarding an inextricable historical connection 
between the populations inhabiting the valley. 

As part of the struggle for international public opinion the Egyptian 
political establishment recruited intellectuals, theoreticians, academics, 
and journalists who worked indefatigably and out of deep conviction to 
help achieve this primary national objective. Given that they chose to act 
in the service of the political elite, they may well have fit in with what 
Bourdieu described as the “dominated fraction of the dominant class,” 
that is, as intellectuals they were socially perceived as both privileged and 
subordinate.^ Their mission was clear: to formulate and disseminate the 
doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley. 

The material produced by these varied sources, which was sent, inter 
alia, to many member states of the United Nations to garner support, 
asserted that the Egyptian demand for unification was based on shared 
historical foundations: physical-geographical, economic, cultural, and 
ethnographic. 

The Egyptian press - whether independent such as al-Ahram or polit¬ 
ically oriented - served the national cause. As we have seen, from the 
early 1940s the communist movement was the only social/political move¬ 
ment to swim against the nationalist current. The communists wanted 
to see the Sudanese people exercising independently their right to self- 
determination. The communists foresaw the postcolonial new order and 
the decline of the traditional empires, particularly Britain. 

Eor better comprehension of the role played by right- and left-wing 
opposition groups some aspects of social movements theory may be 
useful. Social movement as defined by Zald and McCarthy is “a set of 
opinions and beliefs in a population, which represents preferences for 
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changing some elements of the social structure and/or reward distribu¬ 
tion of a society.”^ The Egyptian right- and left-wing opposition move¬ 
ments were social/political movements that may be portrayed as “decisive 
agents of historical transformation,” to employ Boggs’s phrase.^ In his 
view, “It is by studying social movements that one becomes able to 
construct a new image of society.”^ Indeed, the communists and the 
Muslim Brothers as well as other opposition groups radicalized the 
political and social spheres to advance their radical platforms - each 
wanted to reshape and reconstruct society like clay in the hands of the 
potter. Radicalization as defined by Wilner and Dubouloz is “a personal 
process in which individuals adopt extreme political, social, and/or 
religious ideals and aspirations, and where the attainment of particular 
goals justifies the use of indiscriminate violence.”^ Although physical 
violence did not play a role in these movements’ struggle to advance 
their platforms on the issue of the unity of the Nile valley, they did 
employ verbal violence in their publications, directed particularly against 
British imperialism. After the Egyptian unilateral abrogation of the 1936 
treaty in October 1951, they shifted temporarily to physical violence in 
the form of an armed struggle against British targets in the Suez Canal 
zone (November 1951-January 1952). 

In the monarchial era (1922-1952), Egyptians of all political stripes 
unquestioningly accepted the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley as an 
axiom. Successive Egyptian governments incorporated that doctrine as a 
central item of their political platforms. The only prime minister in the 
pre-revolution period who was more realistic and was willing to make 
some compromise over the Sudan issue was Isma'il Sidqi (Eebruary 
1946-December 1946). The draft agreement (October 1946) that he 
reached with Ernest Bevin, according to which Britain agreed to recog¬ 
nize symbolic Egyptian sovereignty over Sudan, was the best Egypt could 
get from the British. However, the wide harsh and demagogic criticism 
voiced by his political opponents and the Wafd-led opposition contrib¬ 
uted to Sidqi’s downfall and to the political burial of the agreement. 

The British hardened their position on Sudan following Nuqrashi’s 
appeal to the UN Security Council Quly 1947-August 1947). They now 
argued that Britain was in favor of eventual self-government for the 
Sudanese, and only the Sudanese should decide on their future, whether 
they wanted independence, some form of association with Egypt, or even 
complete union with Egypt. Therefore, the British rejected Nuqrashi’s 
complaint about a British policy of “inciting the Sudanese to secede 
from Egypt.” 

Although Nuqrashi (1946-1948) and his successors agreed to prepare 
Sudan, jointly with Britain, for self-government and self-determination. 
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they insisted that such a development would be within the framework of 
the unity between Egypt and Sudan under the common crown. Nuqra- 
shi’s failure to harness the international community in Egypt’s favor and 
to force the British to evacuate the Nile valley brought the Sudan ques¬ 
tion to a standstill. His successors refused to come to terms with Britain 
on any future agreements in which Sudan would be separated from 
Egypt. Britain, for its part, took all possible measures to split the two 
countries - it had its own reasons for and interests in such an outcome. 

British policy toward and interests in Egypt and Sudan were derived 
from Britain’s broader economic, political, and strategic interests in the 
Middle East and colonial Africa. Before the disintegration of the British 
Empire, Egypt (the Suez Canal) and Sudan were an essential link in a 
long chain of territories that the British controlled directly or indirectly to 
protect their interests in India, the “jewel in the crown.” In the post- 
World War II period the emphasis changed, however. With the outbreak 
of the Cold War, the desire to contain future Soviet expansionist plans 
into the Middle East and Africa reinforced the strategic vitality of the 
Nile valley. In the case of Egypt, the British could temporarily rely on 
their 1936 treaty, which allowed Britain to deploy military forces along 
the Suez Canal for twenty years. Egypt was an independent country, 
whereas Sudan was practically speaking ruled by the British. The geo¬ 
graphic location of Sudan could be a strategic advantage given that the 
Nile, Egypt’s main artery, passed through the country. British control of 
Sudan meant control of the Egyptian nerve center. The British assump¬ 
tion was that in future Anglo-Egyptian disputes, Egyptian governments 
would have to consider their positions cautiously vis-a-vis Britain. The 
British were wrong. The Nahhas government (1950-1952) adopted a 
neutralist policy in the inter-bloc conflict and even abrogated the 
1936 treaty in pursuit of an independent foreign policy. 

Efficient control of the Nile valley, the British believed, required the 
establishment of a proxy Sudanese political administration, and for 
that reason it was essential to promote and develop Sudanese self- 
government, which “in itself will militate against Egyptian re-entry into 
the Sudan,” as the British put it.® Until the Sudanese would be able to 
rule themselves, it was essential to keep the condominium arrangements 
intact. Therefore Britain made sure that it remained the dominant party 
and that the Egyptians stayed away from power centers, by diminishing 
their influence, culturally, economically, politically, and socially. 

In brief, the goal was to drive a wedge between Egyptians and Sudan¬ 
ese by championing Sudanese self-government and enhancing their 
separate national identity, so that in the long term, they would favor 
Britain over Egypt as their senior partner. The British developed and 
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enhanced Sudanese collective identity and encouraged anti-Egyptian 
separatist trends. One of the means to achieve that goal was the develop¬ 
ment of separatist Sudanese nationalism. Therefore the British had to 
concentrate on the development and nurturing of the Sudanese educa¬ 
tional system, which would serve as a hotbed for the emergence of a new 
generation of political and social elites with a clear vision toward the 
building of a nation-state independent from foreign control. Sudaniza- 
tion of as many posts as possible in all administrative fields and in the 
military became Britain’s official doctrine in the post-World War II 
period. As future events were to demonstrate, British endeavors were 
successful - Sudanese nationalism did emerge. 

How did the Egyptian elite perceive Sudanese and Sudan? Although 
they spoke of them as “equal brothers” who shared a common land, it 
was noticeable throughout that they held a patronizing approach in their 
dealing with Sudan and Sudanese. They believed that Sudanese would 
prefer to tie their future to Egypt as a more advanced and sophisticated 
country. Egypt could fulfill their needs and requirements and protect 
them from future adversaries. Egypt was the savior of Sudan: it saved the 
Sudanese from the fate “of almost all other African peoples, who have 
been suffering from European exploitation ever since the partition of 
the Dark Continent,” as ‘Ammar put it.^ For Egyptians of all political 
currents (except for communists), it was taken for granted that the 
Sudanese desired unification and were not seeking any alternatives. 
Moreover, they posited point-blank that it was in the “interests of the 
Sudan in general, and the people of its southern regions in particular that 
this part of the Upper Nile should be converted to Islam.”® 

British political streams of all stripes disputed Egyptian allegations that 
Sudan was an integral part of Egypt. The new labor government that took 
power in 1945 continued its conservative predecessor’s policy toward 
Sudan and even hardened its objection to Egypt’s demand for the unity 
of the Nile valley. The Fabian society, which was associated with the 
Labor Party, published a pamphlet on Sudan, ruling categorically that 
the Sudanese were not Egyptians. Except for the north of Sudan during 
the era of the Pharaohs, Sudan was never controlled by Egypt. The first 
Egyptian leader to occupy the entire Sudan was Muhammad ‘Ali. The 
Egyptians regarded the Sudanese “as barbarians,” and throughout the 
period of Egyptian suzerainty, 

they plundered the country rather than governed it... the Sudan has never been a 
united country. It has been rather a part of Africa where for hundreds of years 
encroaching Arabs gradually pushed out the original inhabitants, a land of vague 
African kingdoms where inter-tribal war was constant and where no strong 
unifying government ever existed. Its frontiers were not the present frontiers 
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but rather the frontiers between Arab and black, a frontier which a man or woman 
crossed to the North only as slave.® 

Egyptian scholars ridiculed such allegations, particularly that the Egyp¬ 
tians encroached Sudanese territories and drove out the indigenous 
populations. They opined that if that were true, then “one would have 
expected rigid racial barriers, with distinct ethnic regions - a feature 
totally absent from the Sudan. 

Egyptians argued that Sudan was an integral part of Egypt from 
ancient time. Was it correct historically? As we have seen, such assertions 
were disputable, and there were deep and extended historical hiatuses in 
Egypt’s presence in Sudanese lands. There was a consensus, however, 
between the British and the Egyptians that Sudan was annexed by Egypt 
in the early nineteenth century following its occupation by Muhammad 
‘AH - an occupation that was purely based on imperialist calculations and 
motivations. Tellingly, Egypt did not promote the development of Sudan 
and in fact exploited the country economically for decades until the 
Mahdi uprising in the 1880s. Sudan experienced more significant devel¬ 
opment under the condominium administration. 

However, both imperialist masters - Britain and Egypt - failed to 
equally develop and nurture the south of Sudan, which continued to be 
neglected in all fields, particularly education. In fact, there were no 
rational or substantial reasons, other than imperialist ones, to link 
between the more developed north and the underdeveloped south. The 
inhabitants of the Nile valley were not all of the “same race, language and 
religion” as Egyptians often argued. Although Arabs constituted the 
largest ethnic group in northern Sudan, and Islam was the dominant 
religion there, Sudan in its entirety comprised many ethnic/linguistic 
groups of a variety of origins, which were divergent culturally and reli¬ 
giously. True, for hundreds of years, parts of Sudan were directly and 
indirectly ruled by Egyptian dynasties in pre-Islamic and Islamic eras, yet 
it would be utterly incorrect to speak of the inhabitants of the Nile valley 
as one people, as Egyptian politicians, intellectuals, scholars, journalists, 
and other advocates of the unity of the Nile valley argued vehemently. ^ ^ 

The doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley was invented and con¬ 
structed in monarchial Egypt - from the inarticulate and inconsistent 
conceptions of the interwar period to the detailed and systematic formu¬ 
lations of the post-World War II years. It was an “imaginary” community 
rather than an “imagined” one, to employ Benedict Anderson’s concept. 
An “imagined community” functions because people living in the same 
administrative unit, usually a state, share similar life experiences, i.e., 
their daily lives are shaped by a similar economic, political, and social 
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reality. Anderson’s concept is based on the assumption that the majority 
of the people living within a territory share that collective identity. 
Conversely, the reality shaping daily-life experience in Egypt and Sudan 
was rather diverse, and most people living in Sudan did not share the 
Egyptian vision of a unified Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. 

It would not have been impossible for Egyptian protagonists of the 
unity of the Nile valley to create a mirage of one Egyptian-Sudanese 
people who shared a common language, history, and land from ancient 
time. A united Egypt-Sudan could have become a state that was no 
different than many other existing political entities worldwide that were 
built on diversity. There were many cases in history in which countries 
with a multiplicity of languages, traditions, cultures, and ethnic origins 
managed to pursue a policy of integration that united them under the 
umbrella of one nation (Erance, Germany, and the United States, to 
name just a few). The doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley failed 
because it was colonialist in its nature and as such was rejected by 
the British - the stronger imperialist power that dominated Sudan - 
and the newly born Sudanese nationalist movement that emerged in 
the postcolonial epoch. The Egyptian architects of the unity of the Nile 
valley never offered the Sudanese a Sudanese-Egyptian entity based 
on full partnership, equality, and “unity in diversity,” to employ the 
Volls’ phrase.'^ 

In fact, pre-2011 Sudan had experienced constant waves of various 
imperialisms. It started with Muhammad ‘Ali’s occupation of the early 
nineteenth century and continued with the dual Anglo-Egyptian imperi¬ 
alist rule from 1899 until 1953. Independent Sudan was divided into 
two entities, north and south, while the latter was subordinated to the 
north, which employed imperialist methods in its handling of the south. 
However, years of civil war and constant struggle for self-determination 
led eventually to the partition of Sudan and the formation of the new 
state of South Sudan. 

Why did revolutionary Egypt decide to abandon the doctrine of the 
unity of the Nile valley? As we have seen, Egypt’s decision to refrain from 
further insisting on the unity of the Nile valley was made soon after the 
downfall of the monarchy. However, several weeks before the overthrow 
of King Earuq there appeared to be fissures in the Egyptian consensus 
regarding the unity of the Nile valley. The change occurred following the 
objection of Sudanese parties to Egypt’s unilateral abrogation of the 
1936 treaty and their refusal to recognize Britain’s authority under 
the circumstances. The abolition of the condominium by Egypt, they 
argued, created a power vacuum in Sudan. The short-lived Egyptian 
government, led by Najib al-Hilali, was the first that nearly came to an 
agreement with Sudanese nationalists on the future of their country. 



Conclusion 


257 


The military regime that took the reins of power following the 23 July 
Revolution was determined to reach an agreement with those Sudanese 
nationalists. The pragmatic and realistic approach that the Free Officers 
exercised during their talks with their Sudanese counterparts led to the 
abandonment of the doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley. 

The doctrine of the unity of the Nile valley was historically associated 
with the Muhammad ‘Ali dynasty and moreover with the hated, deposed 
King Faruq. As they explicitly declared, the Free Officers wanted to 
eradicate all symbols and traces of the monarchy - one of which was 
the unity of the Nile valley under the Egyptian crown. They realized that 
to gain international support for their demand for the withdrawal of 
British troops from Egypt, substantial concessions in Sudan were 
required. Whereas they displayed a rigid and uncompromising line 
throughout the Anglo-Egyptian talks on the liberation of Egypt - 
insisting on a full and speedy withdrawal of British troops from Egypt 
with no conditions attached - they showed a willingness to relinquish 
their demands over Sudan, a moderate and realpolitik stand that soon 
paved the way to an Anglo-Egyptian agreement over Sudan in Eebruary 
1953. This was preceded by an agreement concluded on 19 October 
1952 between the Egyptian government, led by General Muhammad 
Najib, and representatives of the Umma Party and the other Sudanese 
parties that favored independence. It was then that Egypt recognized 
for the first time the Sudanese right to self-determination and self- 
government - the condominium rule was to be abolished. 

The revolutionary regime and Nasser as the strongest figure behind the 
scenes believed that the Sudan issue should be approached differently - 
not from a patronizing position but rather from one based on equality 
and mutual respect. They thus came to terms with the Sudanese because 
they appreciated that the overthrow of King Eamq (who was against an 
agreement with the Sudanese) and their willingness to grant the Sudan¬ 
ese people the right to self-determination would in turn improve the 
chances that the Sudanese would eventually favor unity with Egypt. 
Their assessment was soon to be proven wrong. Ismahl al-Azhari, the 
newly elected Sudanese leader (1954-1956) and the former champion 
of the unity of the Nile valley, responded pragmatically to the changing 
reality and opted for independent Sudan. The British, who had been 
active in sabotaging the Egyptian plan to annex Sudan under its crown, 
did indeed succeed. However, their gain was short-lived. Years of British 
imperialist manipulations and maneuvers in the Nile valley also came to 
an end with the declaration of Sudan’s independence in 1956. 

The game was over for both of the competing imperialist powers, 
the regional one and the global one. In the case of Britain, this was an 
integral part of the process of the disintegration of a worldwide empire. 
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In the Egyptian case, this was the shattering of a dream that had been 
kept in the hearts of Egyptians for decades. For those who had continued 
to dream of the unity of the Nile valley, the Sadat-Numayri conver¬ 
gence,'^ which led the two leaders to announce the Integration Charter 
in 1974 that was officially signed only in 1981, was a dream come true. 
The two countries were supposed to cooperate closely in a wide range of 
areas, which would eventually lead to full unity. However, this unity 
dream was shattered too following the downfall of Numayri’s regime 
in 1985.'^ 
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